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WHEAT PROGRAMS 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 22, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND ForEstTRY, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:15 a.m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Petesite Senators Ellender, Johnston, Young. of Ohio, Hart, 
Aiken, Young of North Dakota, Mundt, and Schoeppel. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will please come to order. 

Last week, this committee met in regular session, and there was a 
bill presented for consideration which had been worked upon princi- 
pally by our good friend Senator Young from North Dakota, and 
the committee as a whole made certain suggestions which were 
adopted. Before taking final action on the bill, as a matter of fact, 
before its actual introduction in the Senate, the committee decided 
to make this, or whatever we agree on, a committee bill.’ Before 
reporting it to the Senate, the committee decided to have hearings 
to get the views of the people who may be for or opposed to the bill. 
The committee as a whole realizes that something should. be done, in 
respect to wheat legislation. It is always slow. We took action last 
year—we passed an act last year affecting corn and other grains, as 
well as cotton and rice, and we felt then that something should have 
been done for wheat, but since wheat involved a problem more diffi- 
cult of solution than the other commodities I mentioned, the com- 
mittee decided to postpone action until this year. We hope that al- 
though this may not be the answer, that something may be done. 
Now I realize that this bill is not all that some would ask, but I 
believe that it is an improvement on what we now have. 


(The draft bill is as follows:) 
{S. —, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To strengthen the wheat marketing quota and price support program 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, 


PERCENTAGE REDUCTIONS IN FARM ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


Section 1. Section 334(c) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the second sentence thereof the follow- 
ing: “The acreage allotment for any farm shall] then be the sum of (1) 95 per 
centum of that part of the acreage so apportioned to it which is not in excess 
of two hundred acres, plus (2) 90 per centum of that part of the acreage so ap- 
portioned to it which is in excess of two hundred acres. The deifference between 
the acreage apportioned to the farm under the first two sentences of this sub- 
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section and the farm acreage allotment computed as provided in the preceding 
sentence shall not be reapportioned to any other farm.” 


PENALTIES BASED ON ACTUAL YIELD 


Sec. 2. (a) Section 335(c) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 335. (c) The farm marketing quota for any crop of wheat shall be the 
actual production of the acreage planted to such crop of wheat on the farm 
less the farm marketing excess. The farm marketing excess shall be an amount 
equal to double the normal yield of wheat per acre established for the farm 
multiplied by the number of acres planted to such crop of wheat on the farm 
in excess of the farm acreage allotment for such crop unless the producer, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary and within the time 
prescribed therein, establishes to the satisfaction of the Secretary the actual 
production of such crop of wheat on the farm. If such actual production is so 
established the farm marketing excess shall be such actual production less the 
actual production of the farm wheat acreage allotment. Actual production of 
the farm wheat acreage allotment shall mean the actual average yield per 
harvested acre of wheat on the farm multiplied by the number of acres con- 
stituting the farm acreage allotment.” 

(b) Section 326(b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 
(which was made applicable to wheat by paragraph (6) of Public Law 74, 
Seventy-seventh Congress), is amended by inserting after “upon any farm” the 
following: “on which the planted acreage does not exceed the farm acreage 
allotment.” 

(c) Paragraphs (1) and (12) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress, 
as amended, are repealed. 


INCREASE IN PENALTY RATE 














Sec. 3. Paragraph (2) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress, as 


amended, is amended by striking out “45 per centum” and inserting “65 per 
centum.” 


REDUCTIONS IN EXEMPTIONS 






Sec. 4. (a) The first sentence of paragraph (7) of Public Law 74, Seventy- 
seventh Congress, as amended, is amended by striking out “fifteen” and inserting 
“ten”. 

(b) Section 885(d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended by striking out “two hundred” and inserting ‘one hundred and 
thirty-five”’. 


PRICE SUPPORT LIMITATION 


Sec. 5. Section 101(a) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“The total amount of price support made available under this Act to any per- 
son for wheat produced in any year through loans to such person, or through 
purchases made by the Commodity Credit Corporation, or other agency of the 
United States Department of Agriculture, from such person, shall not exceed 
$25,000. The term ‘person’ shall mean any individual, partnership, firm, joint- 
stock company, corporation, association, trust, estate, or agency of a State.” 


NO PRICE SUPPORT FOR NONCOOPERATORS 


Sec. 6. Section 101(d) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended 
by striking out paragraph (5). 


APPLICABILITY 


Sec. 7. This Act and the amendments made by it shall be effective only with 
respect to 1960 and 1961 crops. 

The Cuatrman. Now, Senator Young, if you desire to make a state- 
ment, I'll be glad to hear you. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My 
own preference on a program for wheat would be on the domestic 
parity or two-price system. There are other proposals, too, that I 
would prefer to the present program. But I see no possibility of 
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getting all of the different views on price support legislation in some 
compromise bill that we can get through by May 15, when the new 
price-support program for 1960 has to be announced. Nineteen hun- 
dred and sixty could find us in a worse situation, surpluswise, than we 
are now. This cut in acreage is not something I like, but I think it is 
preferable to losing the whole program, which could very well happen 
if our production this year and next is anywhere near what it was 
last year. 

There are other provisions of the bill which are a bit harsh on 
farmers. Certainly, labor would not like to have their hours of work 
reduced without any increase in pay. It means a decrease in income 
for farmers, of course, but that to me is preferable to real low price 
supports, or no program at all. For that reason, I propose that we 
do something to improve the present program before it is too late. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further. statements? If not, the first 


witness this morning is Mr. Marvin L. McLain, Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, who has all the answers. : 
Senator Arken. All you have to do is get them out of him. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. MARVIN L. McLAIN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE, AND MARTIN SORKIN, ASSISTANT TO THE 
SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. McLarn. Senator Ellender and gentlemen of the committee, I 
certainly agree with what Senator Young said and with you, that 
we have a lot of divergent views as to what needs to be done. Cer- 
tainly nobody knows it any better than we in the Department, and 
the committees of Congress. I think it cannot be said too plainly, 
though, that if something is not done with our wheat program to 
change its direction, we might well, in a very short time, end up with 
a problem on our hands that is comparable to what happened to po- 
tatoes and eggs some years back. I know that wheatgrowers don’t 
want to see that, and I know that the Department of Agriculture 
doesn’t, and I am sure this committee does not. 

Senator Arken. May I ask how much the Federal investment is in 
wheat under loan and in ownership at the present time ? 

Mr. McLarn. A little in excess of $3 billion. 

Senator Arken. That represents how many bushels? 

Mr. McLatn. Well, the total carryover stocks on July 1 will be 
around 1,300 million bushels, Senator Aiken. Part of that, of course, 
will not be owned by CCC, but the bulk of it will be. But the pros- 
pects now, with the production likely for 1959, are it would be around 
1,500 million bushels. 

Senator Arken. What is it costing per bushel to store that? 

Mr. McLarn. Well, 16 cents is the average. And, of course, interest 
on top of that. 

Senator ArkEN. Would you say 16 or 20 cents? 

Mr. McLarty. That would be about right. 

Senator Arxen. That is all. 

Mr. McLarn. We were told by the committee representatives here 
that this print should be looked at by the Department, this bill that 
you have referred to. We have done that. We have analyzed it as 
we see it, and I would just briefly like to comment on what our reac- 
tion to it is. 
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First of all, as we interpret the bill, it has six principal points: 

1. It reduces the larger acreage allotments by a larger percentage 
than the small ones, bases allotments for farms on 95 percent of the 
part of the allotment which is in 200 acres or less, and 90 percent of 
the acreage apportioned in excess of 200 acres. This cutback in acre- 
age may not be reapportioned. 

2. The penalty basis is on the actual yield. 

3. It increases the penalty from 45 to 65 percent. 

4, It reduces the 15-acre and 200-bushel exemption to 10 acres and 
135 bushels. 

5. It limits the price support to any one person, person defined in 
the law to mean several things, of course, to $25,000. 

6. It prohibits price support to noncooperators. 

Our analysis of. it is as follows: The larger percentage reduction on 
large allotments cuts the national acreage allotment, it would be our 
estimate, by about 4 million acres. This, in our judgment, would not 
reduce the acreage enough to prevent continuation of the buildup 
of stocks. Of course, it would be a step in that direction, but it would 
not be the complete answer. I might state, for the information of the 
committee here, that the figures that we have here show that about 35 
percent of the 55 million acre allotment, or approximately 19 million, 
is on farms that have allotments of 200 acres or more, which means 
that if you took the full 10 percent on that, it would be about 1.9 
million. Then the other 36 million acres would receive the 5 percent 
cuts, which would mean 1.8 million, or a total of 3.7. 

Now, in addition to that, you would have the total acreage affected 
by reducing your 15-acre provision down to 10, which is, of course, a 
little hard to determine accurately. But our best estimate of this is 
that it would reduce actual wheat plantings by approximately 4 mil- 
lion acres. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Do you deal with the stricter 
penalties, and how much 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, I shall come down to that. I am just talking 
about.the allotments, Senator Young, because I am sure that stricter 
penalties will do some things that are not currently being done under 
the current statute. 

Senator ArkeN. You mean it would reduce the allotments 4 million 
acres, but not actually reduce plantings ? 

Mr. McLarty. We think it would actually reduce the plantings, 
when you consider the other things in here. 

Senator Arken. In connection with the change in penalties? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. As a matter of fact, Mr. McLain, would it not 
reduce the allotments to the first figure here, approximately 3.7 mil- 
lion? The 10 acres do not apply, so the actual decreases, so far as 
allotment is concerned, would be 3.7 million from 55 million, should 
all planters take advantage of their shares of that 55 million acres. 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. 

Now, of course, the original provision to keep this from being 
planted to something else, it could be planted to barley or something 
else unless the individual took advantage of the conservation program. 
In certain areas, he would. 
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Senator Youne of North Dakota. In the House, a bill introduced 
by Congressman Albert would prevent him from planting his acreage 
which is diverted to any other crop. 

Mr. McLain. No, not any other crop. It prohibits the acres set 
aside from being ceed to a price-supported crop. But it would 

ing planted to potatoes or vegetables and many 


not keep it from 
other crops. . 

Also, of course, the Albert bill does not provide total soil depleting 
base. As you know, Senator Young, most wheat farms, most farms 
everywhere, have acreage that can be shifted very readily into a crop, 
if you do not put a clamp on the total depleting acres. What did not 
go into conservation reserve in most places would go into other crops. 

Senator Arken. In making your assumption, you have to assume 
that Congress is going to orovide adequate funds for the conservation 
reserve program ¢ 

Mr. McLary. Right. 

Senator Arken. And you hear quite a lot of rumblings about that 
program, but 

Mr. McLain. We have amended that, Senator Aiken. 

Senator Arken. You have to consider the possibility that Congress 
won't extend or expand the program. 

The CHarrman. Mr. McLain, is it not true that in order to make it 
possible for farmers to not plant this 3,700,000 acres that is under dis- 
cussion now, it might be necessary to offer them some kind of use pay- 
ment? It has been done in the past. The farmers in the country have 
been spoiled a little bit by that. We want to do—— 

Mr. McLain. The support program would help to do that. 

The Cuarrman. I understand that, but it is my belief that you have 
enough land other than this to take care of the conservation reserve 
program. Unless you offer a little extra inducement to the farmers 
who would not plant this 5 or 10 percent, whichever it may be, I 
imagine the temptation would be to put that land to some other crop. 
It would no doubt aggravate the surpluses in other fields. 

Mr. McLatn. That is what has happened, of course, up to this time, 
Senator Ellender, in the cutback from 70 million to 55, and crops 
which could not be raised just went to other crops. 

The next item, penalty based on the actual yield, of course, is in 
accord with what the Department has recommended, so we would sup- 
port that point. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. How much would that reduce 
acreage ¢ 

Mr. McLain. Well, that is difficult to project accurately, Senator 
Young, because in recent years, as you know, there has been quite an 
increase in this area that used not to exist. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. There would be more wheat. 

Mr. McLarn. Well, I do not think anybody can predict accurately. 
It depends on a lot of factors. I think this is a difficult one to give 
an exact figure on, but certainly this point is in line with what we 
think ought to be done. 

Third, the increase in penalty rate is smaller than the Department 
recommended. We recommended that the penalty rate be equal to 100 
percent of the support level. This does not quite do that, but that is a 
relative thing, and it is not a major point. 


38623—59—pt. 22 
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The change in the 15 acre and 200 bushel exemption does not go as 
far as we think it should. It continues to be a very big loophole. Of 
course, we asked for complete elimination of this. Of course, this is 
important from the standpoint of a lot of wheat farmers. I ran 
into this yesterday with a Congressman from the eastern Wheat Belt 
who doesn’t want even the 15-acre provision changed. These peo- 
ple, of course, do not have the right to vote, as you all understand, 
and, of course, some of them do not like that very well. This, of 
course, does not permit them the right to vote, and it still leaves a 
pretty big loophole, because anybody could still plant 10 acres instead 
of 15. It moves in the right direction, but not as far as we think it 
ought to go. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I would like to see the 15-acre 
exemption abolished. No similar provision applies to any other basic 
crop or as important a crop as wheat. But I think this does repre- 
sent a compromise. It would mean some reduction on the part of 
the people who plant 15 acres, at least. some contribution, to solving 
our surplus problem. Other wheat producers will be taking about 
40 percent, all told. 

Senator Scuorpre.. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Assistant 
Secretary here, is it not true that under the 15-acres provision the 
number of producers has constantly increased ¢ 

Mr. McLarn. Very much so. There have been several reasons for 
it, Senator Schoeppel. One, I think, is that farmers, when they have 
an exemption, just take advantage of it. We have a lot of people 
raising wheat, I think, and if we had not had the exemption, they 
never would have thought of raising wheat. 

Another thing that has been pretty attractive, of course, in the eyes 
of some people that are using it to raise the 15 acres, because we have 
had the umbrella of price support, which has been quite a factor in 
the buildup of supplies that we had. 

This is one of the things that, of course, the people that have been 
using it have gotten used to. It is going to be pretty hard to convince 
them that it is not a good thing from their standpoint. 

Senator Scuorpret. But has it not been a physical fact that the 
individual units of 15 acres have been coming in and coming in dur- 
ing the last 2 years? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. It has been contended by some 
of these 15-acre proponents that they are not producing surplus wheat. 
Is not all wheat in surplus and all declared surplus and eligible for ex- 
port, with the exception of Durum ? 

Mr. McLatrn, Of course, the point you are making Senator Young, 
is that in the areas where a lot of this wheat is grown, there is not a 
big carryover of stock of that particular kind of wheat, as there is 
the hard winter wheat, and they draw the conclusion that there is not 
any surplus, and this doesn’t add to the surplus. But as you well 
know, a bushel of wheat is a bushel of wheat, and while each kind 
or variety or quality has a particular need, we have found many 
times, as you know, that they are widely substitutable. They all re- 
quire a substantial export subsidy. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. All except Durum, and you have 
not declared an export subsidy. 
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The CHarrmMan. Sometime ago I saw that the permissible 15-acre 
planting, if it were all to be planted, might result in our having 600 
snillign beasbaie of wheat left in surplus. That is quite a big, factor. 

Mr. McLatn. That is a buildup over several years, 

The CuatrmMan. I understand. .Sois our surplus. That is not over- 
night, you know. It has been accumulating for some years. 

I hope, Mr. McLain, that you realize that I am sure many members 
of this committee would like to present a bill that would be more 
palatal to the Department, but it is not a question of what we would 

ike to have, so much as it is what we can obtain from the Congress. 

Mr. McLain. Well, I think another factor, Senator Ellender, I 
agree that this is certainly the practical politics of whether you can 
get it through the Congress. The best plan in the world, if you cannot 

et it through the Congress, is not going to do anybody any good, 
Towever, I think we ought to be careful that we do not get into the 
trap of passing something that we think is going to help the situation 
if it does not help the situation, because I think this could even be 
worse over the long pull, because there are a lot of people that are 
waiting for a solution to be arrived at. If we do not have it before 
too long, it may be too late. 

The Cuatrman. Well, now, Mr. McLain, would you not agree that 
should the Congress enact a measure as presented, 1t would be an im- 
provement on what you have? 

Mr. McLain. Well, let me finish the other point. 

The CHarrman. You ought to give me an answer to that, because 
if it is not I do not see why we should pass it. 

Mr. McLatn. Well, I'll put it this way. We don’t feel that this 
will solve the problem. 

The Cuarrman, Of course it will not. Nobody around this table 
believes it will solve the problem, but we do contend that it is better 
than what you now have. If you disagree with that, we shall just quit 
now and not go along with the bill. 

Mr. McLarn. Of course, I wouldn’t disagree. It has certain fea- 
tures in it that are much better than what we have now. That is what 
we so indicated, but I would have to say, and we have considered 
this very carefully, that in our judgment if anybody thinks this is 
going to solve the problem, this not going to solve it. 

The CuarrmMan. Nobody thinks that. I do not know of a man on 
this committee that thinks it would, and we have concluded that if this 
bill were enacted when it is presented, it would be a step in the right 
direction. That is why we have limited the operation of this bill to 
2 years, so that we can then make a determination of how the bills that 
were passed last year that pertained to cotton and rice and corn and 
other feed grains would work, and it is entirely probable that. at the 
end of that time we might be able to move along a bit if we cannot get 
it now. 

Senator ArkENn. Does the Department hold that any legislation at 
all, to be acceptable, would have to eliminate completely the increase 
in surplus holdings? 

Mr. McLary. Well, our feeling, Senator Aiken, is that. it is getting 
So serious now that what we do not want to be a part of coming to a 
conclusion on a bill that will not solve the problem. We do not want 
to be blamed for not having called to the attention of the Congress 
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somé things that we think ought to be changed and which are not 
changed in this bill. : 

The Cramman. Nobody has blamed the Department so much as 
the Department, has blamed us. The whole blame by Mr. Benson 
has been that we are at fault, that Congress is at fault. He is aloof 
from all this. Now, I really believe that this is not actually what we 
want, but in my humble judgment it is probably the best you can ob- 
tain under the circumstances. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. It will keep the situation from 
getting worse and will improve it considerably. 

The Cuatrman. Right. 

Senator Arken. Well, according to your figures, four million less 
acres at last year’s yield would be in the neighborhood of 100 million 
bushels less production. We are now producing 200 million or 300 
million more a year than we can handle? 

Mr. McLarn. In 1958, because of the abnormal yield which we did 
not anticipate, it was more than that. But you are accurate in your 
averages ; that is about right. 

Senator Scnorrret. Mr. McLain, are we not up against a situation 
here that the Department recognizes? These top-heavy surpluses have 
been accumulating. Last year we had an abnormally high productive 
year. Just the last few days, the announcement has been made that 
the income of the agricultural community is down again. Now, to 
get the ultimate result that the Department may feel is desirable the 
effect would be too big a shock for agriculture as we must look at it, 
und face it realistically. So, therefore, this committee—certainly, I do 
not like certain phases of this measure and I am from a wheat-produc- 
ing area, but I am well aware of one thing: any step in the right di- 
rection, until we can arrive at some conclusion as to where we ought 
to ultimately go. Furthermore we have not heretofore had the con- 
currence of the great farm organizations on any one particular plan 
and that makes it doubly dificult. This is something in the nature 
of a stop-gap proposition. Many of us went along last year in the 
wheat areas with what the cotton people wanted, and what the rice 
people wanted. I do not thank any responsible person will say that 
that is a full solution. Under the circumstances, something like this, 
may of necessity, be something we should consider rather than going 
along until this thing inay fall of its own overweight, combined with 
the condemnation on the part of the public that is building up all over 
the country. That is the way I look at it. 

Mr. McLarn. I do not disagree with that, Senator Sclioeppel. The 
only thing we want to be careful of, and this is the point I want to 
make is whatever type of bill may be passed, if it does not improve 
anything, then 2 years from now, we are in that much worse shape 
than we are today. The important thing to consider is whether it 
does improve things. The total production, though, of course, won’t 
be much affected here, because the acres, of course, the reserve acres are 
going to be permitted to be used for something else. To the extent 
that it goes to barley or grain sorghum, that is going to aggravate 
another problem. But you are looking at it from the standpoint of 
wheat, and properly so, because it is what you are considering. 

T have two other points, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. I appreciate that it is gomg to aggravate another 
condition. But what you are talking about, Mr. McLain, now kind 
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of throws a damper on this committee, the action to be taken. I am 
sure you do not, mean to do that. 

Mr. McLarn. No, we do not. ‘ ; 

The Cuarrman. I know that the committee print that is before you, 
is not what you want. What you would like to have is about a 60 per- 
cent support price—60 to 90 gna like you did for the other commodities 
we have. I know that, but the point is that. if we cannot get what you 
want, let us try to get the best we can, and that is what his committee 
is trying to do. , 

Mr. McLarn. Well, what we are trying to do is appraise this as 
honestly as we can. vai tf 

The Cuatmman. I know, but your statement is that it will not do 
any good and we may be worse off 2 years from now than we are now. 
I - not see how you can come to that conclusion, when here we seek 
to eliminate, with your own figures a planting of about 3.7 million 
under the 5 and 10 percent clauses, and then an extra 500,000 or 
600,000 under the penalty, by increasing the penalties, Well, now, to 
take on a cultivation of rhea Pay 4 million acres, if that does not 
do any good, I do not know what will. 

Mr. McLain. Again, I say there are some good features in this that 
I think are great improvements over what we have had, and I do not 
want anything I have said to indicate that that is not so. The point 
I want to make was we do not feel this is going to solve the wheat 
problem, and I am sure you gentlemen do not, either. We. do not 
want to mislead anybody that we think it is. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. You do not think the Depart- 
ment would want to recommend a veto of this# 

Mr, McLarn, I don’t speak of vetoes, Senator Young; you know 
that. You wouldn’t, either, if you were in my place, The resident 
is the only one that can veto a bill. 

Sentor Youne of North Dakota. But the Department makes the 
recommendation, though. 

Mr. McLain. That 1s true, but the President decides on the veto. 

The CHarrman. Well, Mr. McLain, what prompted the committee 
to take this action is a feeling among ourselves that something ought 
to be done, particularly in light of a statement which was recently 
issued by the Department to the effect that farmers’ income for the 
coming fiscal year would be down 7 percent. Now, that being true, 
we do not: want. to further aggravate that; in fact, I would not. be 
made a party to it. 

Mr. McLain. I agree to that, I think it ought: to be pointed out— 
I know Senator Schoeppel intended to do this, and you would—that 
the income of 1958 was up considerably, The fact that itis estimated 
to be down some in 1959, should not be completely misconstrued, I 
know you did not want to do that, sir. It will still be substantially. 
above the 1957 level. 

The CuarrMan. But the reason for that was not price supports. 

Mr. McLain. Well,.a lot of factors came into it, 

The CuarrMan, Yes, there were a lot of factors and, of course, we 
discussed this with the committee and I do not want to go into it fur- 
ther now. But it was not because of the program that the income 
went up or down. 

Mr, McLain; I have just two other points, Mr. Chairman, 
The Cuarrman. Proceed. 
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Mr. McLain. Of course, the most important factor here which, 
of course, is that this does not do anything at all to the support level. 
It has been our position that this is one of the things that is neces- 
sary if we are going to have a permanent solution. But again, we 
have restated that several times, and have before the committee this 
year Pieate what we think ought to be done in this area. This is 
one of the real problems involved in any solution, and, of course, this 
does not touch that. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Would the Department prefer 
the House approach in the Albert bill to this approach on price sup- 
ports and acreage reduction ? 

Mr. McLatn. I think not, Senator Young. I think of the two ap- 
proaches, in our judgment, this makes more sense than the House 
approach. ‘The $25,000 limitation is a new feature in this, Senator 
Young, and all we want to point out in that regard is the fact that, 
of course, the President, himself, in a message 2 or 3 years ago, indi- 
cated that this is something that ought to be looked at. As a matter 
of simple arithmetic here under the current Ee level—this would 
still permit anybody to put at least 14,000 bushels under support. 
This limitation probabl would not affect very many people. The 
only reason we called this to your attention is that there might be 
some feeling created here that this was going to materially affect a 
lot of people. It would very materially affect a few people, but I 
think the numbers would not be great. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I think the President’s recom- 
mendation was $35,000. 

Mr. McLarn. He didn’t put any specific amount in. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Yes, there was a $35,000 figure as 
it-came to Congress. 

Mr. McLain. We'll have to check that, Senator Young. I know 
you think that or you wouldn’t say that, but I am Pa sure that 
if there was anything in there it was not pinpointed specifically, 

Senator Arxen. If that were brought down to $15,000, what effect 
would there be ? ; 

Mr. McLarx. The lower you bring this, the more effect it is going 
to have on the amount of money involved. 

The Cuatrman. Do you have any suggestions to give to the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. McLarty. We are not raising any particular objection to this 

oint. 
Senator Munpr. Would you think that having a lower amount, 
rather than $25,000—in a different bill which was introduced, I sug- 
gested $10,000—an overall bill covering all the basics—I think we 
should try to eliniinate the big payments, whether they are few in 
number or ‘many in number. You cannot justify paying taxpayers 
money to shore up the income of somebody getting $500,000 or 
$660,000 or $800,000 farm income. - as 

Mr. McLain. Well, one of the problems, that Tam sure all of you 
on.this committee realize, in Putte a limitation on the amount of 
money you are going to make available for a loan is that, to be 


effective, a’ loan ‘program must be applicable to enough grain to really 
take enough out. of the market to strengthen it so that the market 
price will comé up. Now, to: the extent, of course, that you bring 
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this limitation down, then you make ineligible greater amounts of 
wheat. 

For instance, if you brought it down to $10,000, many wheat pro- 
ducers in your good wheat producing areas would be ineligible for 
quite a lot of their wheat. Now, nobody knows what they would do. 
It is our judgment that many of those people, the well-fixed ones 
would probably hold their wheat, even though they could not get the 
loan. 

On the other hand, there might be a lot of them that would not. 
To the extent that they started releasing this wheat, of course, it 
might very well affect the whole market price, and also it might 
very well affect the total amount of money expended. I think this 
is something you must take into consideration in putting a limit on 
the amount of money you make available for loans on any commodity. 

Senator Jounston. How many do you have now on $20,000 under 
the bill? 

Mr. McLarn. You mean wheat loans of $20,000? 

Senator Jonnston. Yes. 

Mr. McLatn. We could furnish that. 

Senator Jounston. I think it would be good to have a breakdown, 
$25,000 or $20,000. 

Senator Munpr. Let us get that into the record. 

The CHarrman. Yes. 

Mr. McLatn. To the extent we have it, Senator Ellender. We have 
been required to make analyses for several Senators here for other 
purposes. To the extent that we have this, we’ll be glad to furnish 
it. Now, to go out and run these analyses, as for the wool program, 
Senator Aiken, as you know, is a lengthy task and an expensive one. 
But we'll furnish the best information we have, Senator Ellender. 

The CHarrman. Solely the amount of loans in this category. 

Senator Munnpr. Starting at $10,000. 

The CuHarrman. Or even starting at $5,000. 

Senator Munpr. I do not think anybody is concerned at $5,000. 

The Cuamman. Then from $10,000 up. 

Senator Jonnston. You have so many at $5,000 and $10,000, that 
it would be quite a job to check those. 

Mr. Sorkin. Ii we don’t have the amount of loans, could we base 
it on the acreage allotment ? 

Mr. McLatn. We have the breakdown of allotments in different 
categories, which, if you relate them 

Senator Munpr. We do not want you to spend $100,000 getting in- 
formation, but get us the picture on how we can help the small family- 
sized farmer, without. using too much money on the fellow we all rec- 
ognize as clear out of the picture. We have marginal farmers, and 
we think 

The CuairMan. Under the law, of course, all these are loans—the 
subsidy part as far as the reserve acres, has terminated, and the only 
subsidy we have left is the conservation acres. 

Mr. McLain. Thatis right. 

The Cuarrman. All the data you are going to give us here pertains 
to the amount of loans that would be made to farmers by the Govern- 
ment on commodities produced. 
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Mr. McLarn. By taking a breakdown of allotments, we can furnish 
pretty accurate figures on about where this would break. I think it 
would be more accurate than to try to go to the field. 

You see, one of the problems you get into is, just because a fellow 
did not, in 1958, take the loan, 1t does not mean he did not have the 
wheat. The most important thing is to find out what the amount of 
eligible wheat is, not what he actually did. 

(The information is as follows :) 


Estimated number of farms producing sufficient wheat in 1958 to qualify for 
price support of $10,000 or more 


(1) Total number of farms on which wheat was harvested in 1958____ 1, 267, 000 
(2) Minimum farm production to qualify for $10,000 loan at 1958 

average support rate of $1.82 per bushel (5,500 bushels+200 

bushels for seed) bushels__ 5, 700 
(3) Estimated number of acres of wheat in 1958 required to pro- 

duce 5,700 bushels at an average yield per planted acre of 26 

bushels acres__ 220 


(4) Breakdown of farms planting 220 acres or more of wheat in 1958 : 
(a) 220 to 301 acres 
(b) 301 to 401 acres 
(c) 401 to 501 acres 
(d@) 501 to 1,1001 acres 
(e) 1,001 acres and over 


CONCLUSION 


The above data would indicate that approximately 44,000 farms produced sufii- 
cient wheat in 1958 to be able to obtain price support (loans or purchase agree- 
ments) of $10,000 or more. We have no way of knowing how many of these 
farms would be ineligible for price support because of overplanting, lack of ac- 
ceptable storage, or poor quality grain. No information is available at this time 
concerning the actual number of farms in the above listed categories for which 
price support was extended. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Do you not have 214 million acres 
or more in conservation reserve of present wheat allotments? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, it is about two and one-half, yes. 

Mr. Sorkin. For 1960 it should go up. 

Senator Munpr. Under Commodity Credit Corporation, you have 
how much wheat ? 

Mr. McLatn. The stocks in our hands and under loan, now, Senator 
Mundt, or just in our hands? 

Senator Munpr. In your hands now. 

Mr. Sorkin. It is about a billion. 

Senator Munpr. And to get that out of the domestic market, they 
have to pa 

Mr. McLatrn. 105 percent, plus carrying charge. 

Senator Munpr. at would be the impact if we included a section 
in this bill that would increase that beyond 105 percent—115, 120, 125 
percent? Would that tend to encourage people who may very well 
now be using the Government’s facilities to warehouse their advance 
needs—might this not tend to increase the price in the market place, 
and perhaps decrease the amount of grains that Commodity Credit: 
would have to buy ? 
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Mr. McLain. I think certainly it would decrease the amount we 
would sell. I think the important thing in this area, Senator Mundt, 
is that we are running a aggre ot ae program for export, which 
means that all export wheat, with the exception of the subsidy we 
pay on the wheat itself, comes out. of free stocks. We do this de- 
liberately to have the effect you are talking about. 

Senator Munpr. I would not change that, I think that is working 
pretty well. I am thinking in terms now of the domestic picture. 
What brings it to mind is the testimony at one time of the linseed oil 
and flax people, where we were told that the Government was storing 
practically all the flax that the linseed oil makers might require, be- 
cause they could afford to pay this 5 percent more easily than to keep 
their own supplies. It seems to me that if you make them buy a 
little more in the marketplace, there would be a little higher price 
which they would have to do if they had to pay 10 percent or 15 per- 
cent more. If they bought it from you, if might have some impact. 

Mr. McLain. The effect of the 10 percent charge is that it has done 
that. 

Senator Munpr. Senator Capehart has a bill in that will not re- 
lease a thing. 

Mr. McLain. One of the things we get into, Senator Mundt, which 
you do not want to forget, is that this 105 percent is actually more 
than 105, because it has a carrying charge, which gets it up to more 
than 110. If you get into a real critical situation where a miller, for 
instance, of a certain kind of wheat would like to get this wheat and 
would be willing to pay 10 percent above the loan rate, and then you 
have it jacked up to 20 percent, he may well decide to do something 
else. 

Senator Munopr. Now, stop right there. I want to find out what 
would happen—he would do something else. He would go out into 
the field of private elevators and private storage on farms, would he 
not ? 

Mr. McLatrn. He has done that before he ever comes to us at 110, 
is my point. 

The other problem you get into with this is once you start this pat- 
tern with wheat, I am sure other commodity groups would want to 
do it, and some of the most severe criticism we get of the current acts 
is with feeders and some of them come from South Dakota, Senator 
Mundt, as well as Nebraska. They have protested that this 105 plus 
carrying charges is too high. They point this out if they get into a 
drought condition in a particular area, and we have millions of bushels 
of wheat. 

Senator Munpr. We have an escape hatch on that, though. If you 
have a disaster area, then you can waive that provision, is that not 
correct 4 

Mr. McLarn. There is an escape hatch, but when you start. telling 
the farmer in one county that he can have the escape hatch and the 
other cannot, the Senator is apt to get a flock of letters pretty fast. 

Senator Munpr. Well, we have had letters on that, but where you 
have a drought condition or a short crop condition and the feeders 
are there, you have grain and you can provide—in fact, you sell it to 
them for less. 


38623—59—pt. 2——3 
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Mr. McLarn. The previous administration and this one have fol- 
lowed the same policy, that we do not try to mix drought relief up 
with the support part of the program. We have had drought relief 
programs which are by themselves. The impact of our releasing 
wheat or corn at the market price has an impact not only in the 
immediate area, but all over the country. You just do not pull out 
the plugs here in one area and figure you are not going to affect 
what happens to the market somewhere else. You cannot control 
grain after it gets out of our hands. A fellow may say he is going to 
feed it, but if he has a chance to move it someplace else and get a 
profit on it, you cannot control it. The only place we would move 
in is where the quality has not been all right. I do not think the De- 
partment would have any serious objection to raising this to 110 or 
115 percent. I think you ought to study it pretty carefully before 
you do it, because there are some points on the other side. 

Senator Munpr. I know that. It is a very complicated business, 
this whole movement of grain. We do not want to do something 
which is unwise or imprudent. We are asking the Department’s at- 
titude, as a long-time student of grain movement, whether the results 
would be beneficial or not. I do not think we are smart enough to 
know, when we put it on paper, what is going to happen in 12 months’ 
operation of any program. 

Mr. McLarty. I think it could have more advantage with wheat 
than with the other feed grains. I think once you did this with wheat, 
your other people that have interests would want it done for them, 
too. 

Senator Jonnston. If they got it, would you not have to increase 
your storage facilities? 

Mr. McLarn. I do not think this would affect the amount of storage, 
because all the grain we have, Senator Johnston, is going to have to 
be stored some way, anyway, whether it is in private hands or in our 
hands. We would much prefer to have it privately owned, and this 
is Senator Mundt’s point, that to the extent that you require millers, 
for instance, to buy their stocks, this keeps it out of our hands, and 
we are in complete sympathy with that idea. But I think the 105, 
plus carrying charge, pretty well does it now. 

Mr. Sorxrn. I would say it would work better for wheat than it 
would for the others, including the oilseeds. You could get into a 
situation where the world market is such, let us say, at 107 or 108 
percent of support, that you could just move it out through the regu- 
lar trade, rather than the Government getting into the business of 
buying and selling. The wheat would probably work better than feed 
grains and/or oilseeds. 

Senator Munpr. If we are to wage a guerrilla war on the farm 
problem, we must do it product by product. If this is good for wheat, 
maybe we should do it. As we have done something else for corn, 
something else for sugar. If it seems, in the wisdom of the Congress 
and the Department, that you cannot find a blanket approach that is 
good for all products, do we not have to do what is the optimum 
measure for each product ? 

Mr. McLarty. There is another factor here that the committee ought 
to be aware of from the standpoint of costs. To the extent that you 


. 


jack up our selling price, it could ultimately, if it works successfully, 
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run the price of wheat up, which of course would be fine for farmers 
selling the wheat, but of course it would immediately add _to the ex- 
port subsidy costs. We are already paying in the neighborhood of 60 
cents for every bushel that goes out, and every cent, of course, the 
domestic market price goes up, this adds to that cost. This is some- 
thing you ought to be aware of. 

Senator Munpr. But not on the wheat you already own. It will 
not change that. ; 

Mr. McLatn. We offer a subsidy daily on the basis of the difference 
between the domestic market price and the world market price. So it 
makes no difference whether we own the wheat or it is going to come 
in, the subsidy would be determined on the basis of what the differ- 
ence is between the domestic price and the world price. 

Senator Munpr. The actual cash transaction and cost to the.Gov- 
ernment—if you have paid a certain amount for your wheat in com- 
modity credits, you have to relate the loss of the gain that you are 
selling it at to the base you pay, not the anticipated price you might 
have to pay, if you took some more'in. If this works like I hope it 
will work, you would get less new wheat, because there. would be a 
higher price in the market place, and people would be inclined to sell 
it there instead of putting it in storage. 

Mr. McLatn. To the extent that less new wheat comes in. If you 
did this, the savings would be there; that is correct. I was talking 
about the wheat we had in our inventory, that moves out in subsidy 
in kind. To widen the export subsidy would cost more money. 

‘That completes the statement that we had on this, and if you have 
any other questions, Senator Johnston, we would be glad to answer 
them. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. What is the estimated planting 
of wheat this year? 

Mr. Sorxrn. Fifty-six million acres. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Under this proposal, it would 
reduce it 3.7 million, would it ? 

Mr. Sorxrn. About 4 million, I would say. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. That is with the penalties and 
abolishing the 15-acre exemption ? 

Mr. Sorkin. I think it is about four. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. And in addition, 214 million in 
conservation now ? 

Mr. Sorkin. By 1960, to which this is applicable, that should in- 
crease if we get the appropriation for the conservation reserve. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. How much? 

Mr. McLarty. The total goes up about 5 million acres. Of course 
we do not know until we have the signup how much will be in wheat 
country. 

Mr. Sorkrn, It should bring it up to 3 million acres, maybe more. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. This bill, if passed, would reduce 
acreage by 3 million acres or more than that over what you had last 
year. 

Mr. McLarn. Last year we had the acreage reserve, and of course 
our acreage was down considerably. The year before it was down 
considerably. Of course the acreage reserve is gone now. 
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Mr, Sorxin. The 56 million that I was talking about is the winter 
wheat planted for harvest in 1959, plus the intentions to plant for 
spring wheat. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Fifty-six million ? 

Mr. Sorxrn. Yes. That takes into consideration this 214 million 
that is signed up for the 1959 crop year under the conservation 
reserve. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota., In other words, we would be get- 
ting out about 8 million acres which would be a sizable item. 

r. Sorkin. It would get down about five. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. With the soil bank and this pro- 

am ¢ 

Mr. Sorkin. Because the two and one-half is already in the 1959 
acreage estimates. 

aan oe Youne of North Dakota. I mean together with that, alto- 

ther. 

Pr. Sorkin. Below what it would otherwise be. 

The CHatrmMan. Would that be below the present minimum? In 
other words, it would be about 50 million acres ? 

Mr. Sorkrn. 50 or 51 million. 

Mr. McLarn. I think that would be pretty accurate under this bill, 
that the plantings in 1960 would be in the neighborhood of 50 million 
acres. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. And your soil bank would be in 
addition to that ? 

Mr. McLatn..No. You see, we always have some overplantings. 
To the extent that this cuts back, it is undeterminable. We just do not 
know. If you figure all overplanting is going to be eliminated by 
this, then the figures you are talking about would probably be more 
accurate. 

Senator Munpr. Now, out_of this, how many acres did we arrive 
at, that. would be planted if the bill passed ? 

Mr. McLarn. I think our estimate would be in the neighborhood of 
50 million for 1960. 

Senator Munpr. And if nothing is done, it will be how much? 

Mr. McLain. It will be 4 to 5 million more. 

Senator Munpr. Perhaps 55 to 60? 

Mr. McLain. In that neighborhood. 

The Cuamman. Is there anything else? Any further questions? 

Senator Harr. May I ask just a couple of questions ? 

The Cuarrman: Senator Hart. 

Senator Harr. Mr. McLain, I am Senator Hart of Michigan, and 
my questions might display the fact that I am from Detroit. 

Would the Department put in the record, or prepare for the com- 
mittee, the kind of wheat that is in surplus in this country ? 

Mr. McLatn. We shall be glad to furnish a table of the different 
qualities and grades of wheat. 

(The information is as follows :) 
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Senator Harr. Now, if I understood the conversation correctly, 
soft wheat is not in surplus in any considerable quantity, is that. 
correct ¢ 

Mr. McLarn. Qualitywise today, the carryover in soft wheat, the 
proportionate reduction is not quite as high—in fact, it is consider- 
ably less than in other types of wheat. We must not forget, how- 
ever, that we have had a heavy export subsidy on this type of wheat 
and some of it has moved out under Public Law 480. There has been 
a demand for it under Public Law 480. But I think your assump- 
tion is accurate. 

Senator Harr. And you are suggesting that in the case of Durum, 
there is substantial surplus? 

Mr. McLarn. No, I would put Durum in the same general category 
as Soft Red. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. You can hardly do that because 
Durum is not eligible for export subsidy. All others are. 

Mr. McLain. We have had special legislation for several years, 
which has expanded the Durum acreage when other producers were 
not allowed to expand, we have not felt that in view of legislation, 
that we would be justified in putting an export subsidy on Durum. 
Now, if Durum acreage or Durum production keeps up, with the 
new varieties that we have, and if we have favorable weather, I 
would not say that we are not going to have subsidy on Durum wheat 
in the future. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. In the absence of legislation, we 
are going to have a real shortage of Durum wheat ? 

Mr. Sorkin. There will be a carryover of 21 million bushels of 
Durum wheat, and that is about a year’s requirements. 

Senator Harr. In the table here, you will find that Michigan pro- 
duces no Durum wheat. Those present, I am sure, know these figures 
that I'll read. There was some exchange here as to the effect of 
percentage of production that would be experienced by wheat farmers 
if the committee draft bill became operative. I think, if I heard 
Senator Young right, he said it would affect up to 40 percent, which 
was his estimate of certain growers. 

Mr. McLatrn. No, the reduction would apply to all growers. Those 
that have allotments under 200 acres would get a 5 percent reduc- 
tion, and those with 200 acres or more would get a 10 percent reduc- 
tion. They would all get some reduction in allotment. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. And they have already taken 
about a 35 or 40 percent reduction already, when you get to the 

Senator Harr. You are talking about an extended period over a 
historic base ¢ 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Yes. 

Senator Harr. What I would like to know is precisely what effect 
this bill would have, in terms of actual acreage reduction between 
1959 and 1960 in the several categories—the under 15 acres, the up to 
200, and 201 acres up. I want to know what percentage reduction 
would be applicable to each of those classes. Specifically, of course, 
I am curious whether the 15 acres or less farmer is going to bear a 
heavier burden. 

Mr. McLarn. We can accurately estimate, as we have done here, 
what the effect would be on those that have allotments that have the 
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two categories, under 200 or over 200. We cannot estimate accurately 
on what the people that raise 15 acres or less will do, because that is 
optional. They will be prohibited from going above 10 acres on this. 
We do not know if the man that has a 1-acre or 2-acre allotment will 
plant 10 under this bill. There isno way to predict that. 

Senater Harr. But we would know the fellows using the 15, if 
this bill became effective, would be reduced 3314 percent. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I think that is true, but you would 
compare that with better than 40 percent that the commercial wheat 
farmers would have to take. 

Senator Harr. Notas a result of this bill. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. We already have. 

Senator Harr. There are variations and explanations that go be- 
yond. My curiosity is directed to the effect of this bill this year and 
next year because that is precisely what we are going to do here. 

Senator ELLENpER. Senator Hart, the 3314 percent to which you 
refer would apply only to those who would plant up to 15 acres. Then 
below 10 acres, there would be no reduction. Ifa man plants 8 acres, 
he will keep on planting 8. 

Mr. Sorkin. The 3314 percent only applies to those cases where 
a man had an allotment of less than 10 acres and planted 15. If he had 
a 15-acre allotment, he would now be planting a little more than 14. 

Senator Harr. In my question, I acknowledged that. 

Mr. Sorxrn. In further answer to your question regarding this 
matter of the producer, with a lower allotment, it should be noted 
that back in 1952 and 1953, the acreage was running close to 80 
million. Then the allotments were reduced to 55 million. Senator 
Young was quite correct, that everybody had an allotment cutback. 
Whereas a man with a 20-acre allotment had been cut back from 28 
acres, a man with a 4-acre allotment had been cut back from about 5 
acres. A man with a 4-acre allotment could now move up to 15, and 
a man who had 28 acres was cut back to 20. These two are getting 
very close together. I think you have to look at this in its historical 
prospective. 

Senator Harr. I will not quarrel with that, nor would you, I am 
sure, quarrel with my suggestion implicit in my first question. Let’s 
find out where this big surplus comes from and let’s find out if it comes 
from those 15 acres. And what about your ability, if it is possible, 
I would appreciate something from the Department on the loss of 
income by States. If we drop this 15 acres to any extent, is it possible 
to give us some indication on that ? 

Mr. McLarn. Well, I think, Senator Hart, what would happen in 
the areas where the 15 acres are grown, if the farmer is not allowed 
to raise 15 acres and can produce only 10, the 5 acres would go some- 
where else. 

Senator Harr. I know you can’t be asked to estimate that but I 
want to know what the cash income to that family would be if he did 
not put in something else. Let’s find out what else he would have to 
do in order to stay even with the last year income. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I think it was said a little while 
ago, that this would only reduce overall production by 4 million acres. 
That wouldn’t have much effect upon the economy. I think it would 
have effect on future years. I think they testified it would reduce 
it by 4 million acres in the whole United States. 








218 WHEAT PROGRAMS 


Senator Harr. If the effect might not be substantial, except there 
is some indication that Michigan might reduce acreage from a fourth 
to a sixth—this I am not prepared to assert. It would be helpful if 
you could give me 

Mr. Sorkin. We could look at the frequency distribution of those 
who are using the 15-acre division. I think we can provide the 
information. 

(The information is as follows :) 





Wheat: Estimated distribution of all farms with allotments of 15 acres or less, 
1958 


Number of farms by size of allotment 


State | 
Zero | O1to4.9 | 5 to 9.9 | 10.0 to 14.9 | Total under 
acres acres acres acres | 15 acres 

New York _. 6, 969 | 12, 218 | 8, 859 4, 482 | 32, 528 
New Jersey . 1, 253 1, O89 1, 152 628 4, 122 
Pennsylvania - - ‘ ‘ 7,277 36, 777 24, 992 | 10, 982 80, 028 
Ohio ind - 19, 598 37, 372 43, 899 27, 437 128, 306 
Indiana - - cas niée é 32, 806 21, 431 27, 518 18, 720 100, 475 
Illinois : spn onapuaga 46, 960 20, 660 22, 416 17, 584 107, 620 
Michigan -..-....- ‘ 24, 955 27, 710 30, 700 17, 796 101, 161 
Wisconsin oboe 3, 390 7, 518 2, 340 412 13, 660 
Minnesota_ __- im 20, 023 7, 679 6, 583 | 4, 305 | 38, 590 
lowa id . 7 eee 7, 858 1,019 1, 291 1,177 11, 345 
Missouri . nee 32, 844 53, 312 29, 220 12, 687 128, 063 
eS ae 987 460 | 957 | 1, 357 3, 761 
South Dakota- heaitaca ‘ 6,773 | 974 1, 833 2, 201 11, 781 
Nebraska... Ciixkéenahovebna® 12, 615 3,477 6, 520 7, 388 | 30, 000 
Kansas ca itthpintdnatee 5, 362 17, 159 11, 080 8, 154 41, 755 
Delaware. __--- Lin 498 129 302 | 298 1, 227 
I nl 66.0) ol hl ddd dddcwne nal 1, 557 3, 796 | 3, 249 | 2, 097 10, 699 
ee ees 11, 133 19, 781 | 10, 377 3, 754 | 45, 045 
We WD al deen eawane 545 | 3, 376 | 1, 511 445 | 5, 877 
DOD TI kd incauonmints 16, 090 | 37, 479 | 14, 964 3, 836 | 72, 369 
Le Saar 16, $75 | 14, 809 5, 553 1, 419 | 38, 456 
Se eT ee ee ee 4, 841 | 10, 411 3, 875 947 20, 074 
OS SS eae OF 6, 468 | 9, 819 5, 792 2, 678 | 24, 757 
NON. 55s cde deadeice ceed 5, 237 | 15, 714 | 8, 005 2, 598 | 31, 554 
iN whiter we ceed tienes 10, 613 | 5, 330 1, 530 | 260 17, 733 
I i clea tarhasbuiceisstons ae 13, 004 | 10, 531 4, 661 | 3, 065 | 31, 261 
NR Sek, oa snthibe ead 13, 963 5, 230 | 5, 165 | 3, 796 | 28, 154 
Montana-.----- Doephn aaa kaa 1, 794 1, 130 1, 188 | 75 5, 087 
Idaho - ----- : hactuadenuen 5, 525 | 6, 088 5, 525 | 3, 434 | 20, 572 
I ncitaaccwncaninemdmiracte’ 555 291 | 356 297 | 1, 499 
REE Te ae 2, 732 1, 582 1, 356 | 921 | 6, 591 
SE SR I ae eee 906 | 900 | 354 | 118 | 2, 278 
DUN See See nn yiee 2, 647 | 3, 989 2, 432 | 982 | 10, 050 
pene eal 3, 474 | 2, 785 | 1, 388 | 764 | 8, 411 
ald LS ee a TNE Ae SD 5, 953 | 3, 023 | 2, 153 | 1, 287 12, 416 
IID. «ds Sn keke diencntese 2, 076 | 506 | 435 | 297 | 3, 314 
Total, United States. “= 355, 956 | 405, 554 | 299, 531 | 169, 578 | 1, 230, 619 





Senator Harr. Is there any indication as far as the Department 
knows, if soft wheat production is curtailed—which I take it it would 
be an effect of this reduction from 15 to 10 acres—would there be 
any adversive effect on bakers who, you know, the cooky type baker. 
Have you had any indication along this line ? 

Mr. McLain. What would happen, I think, if this type of legislation 
became law, is that we would have to take a look at what we permitted 
to be programed under Public Law 480. For instance, Senator Hart, 
I am sure administratively we would want to run the thing so that we 
didn’t force millers out of business. I think this would not be wise 
for the farmers, and it wouldn’t certainly be wise for the ultimate 
users of the products. There is some leeway, you know, even in Public 
Law 480. It is supposed to be used primarily with commodities in 
surplus and they are not in surplus, why, we just take them off the list. 
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Mr. Sorkin. One other point here. Many of the areas in the east- 
ern Corn Belt, where Soft Red wheat is produced, the price effect of 
a reduction in this acreage would be such as to encourage in the sec- 
ond year a substantial increase of Soft Red wheat. In other words, 
if the situation got even relatively tight, which I think is doubtful, 
there is plenty of acreage available in many of those areas where they 
are growing Hard Red Wheat to shift over to Soft Red. And the 
economics of it would move in this direction. 

Mr. McLain. Not only that 

Mr. Sorkin. I don’t anticipate the shortage which this would 
indicate. 

Mr. McLain. This wouldn’t prohibit, of course, more and more 
farmers who are not raising any now in the area you are talking 
about. To get into the business there. That is one of the prob- 
lems on the other side of this. This, in my judgment, will not stop 
what has been going on. . The farmer will look at-the price he is going 
to get for the wheat. This provision didn’t put a ceiling on anybody 
else getting into the 15-acre act. 

Senater Youne of North Dakota. In that respect, the Albert bill 
is tougher. 

Mr. McLatrn. That is correct. 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator ELLENpER. Next is Mr. Newsom. 


STATEMENT OF HERSCHEL D. NEWSOM, MASTER, NATIONAL 
GRANGE 


Mr. Newsom. Mr. Chairman, I will try diligently to comply with 

your request here, but I think you have already indicated that it may 
very difficult for me to refrain from saying what I really believe. 

Senator ELLenper. I know that. In that connection, you know how 
this committee acted only 3 or 4 years ago'in trying to get some product 
treated as you would like to see wheat treated, but we had to make it 
optional and the options never were exercised. 

Mr. Newsom. We didn’t even get it by a vote on that case, but I 
would say very frankly, Mr. Chairman, since you have raised that 
subject matter, as to whether or not the President would veto a sound 
piece of legislation by our pattern, I think that is really less important 
now than for the Congress to make up its mind exactly what is needed 
to get us headed in the right direction and réversé this rising cost to 
the Government and declining income to farmers, and correct several 
other evils that this committee—members of this committee—recog- 
nize just as well as we do. But I would like to say especially to the 
Senator from Kansas that our telephone has been working overtime 
in the last 2 days to urge the members of this committee to guard 
against doing something, even in the name of expediency, that may 
do little, if any, good and could take us deeper and deeper into some 
of our difficulties. 

Now, frankly, Mr. Chairman, I am a bit embarrassed. I know of 
the hard work and thought that the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota has put into this, along with the rest of you. I made our 
formal statement as to what we believe ought to be done before 
Senator Holland and Senator Young representing the committee here 
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just about a month ago. We still believe that this is the only alterna- 
tive available that will give us the maximum collection of the ob- 
jectives that we think were actually the target of this committee. But 
I don’t believe this proposal, Senator Young, with all the respect in 
the world to you, can possibly hit that target sufficiently well. 

I would cite you first to. the inevitability of a further decline in 
farm income under this measure. I don’t see that there is any escape 
from it, and I think this morning’s news reports indicate that we 
may not be able to afford that as a Nation. I would say to you, 
frankly, that there are some other features of this proposal that give 
us serious concern. The philosophy of limiting price support is one 
that we have subscribed to for a long time, but only in terms of limit- 
ing the volume that is eligible for price support in terms of a national 
goal. We are firmly on record in opposition to putting a dollar and 
cents ceiling over any American. I would have to take issue in the 
name of the Grange then with the arbitrary $25,000 limitation. First 
of all, I don’t think it will accomplish much, if anything, in the nature 
of reducing the cost of this program to the Government. I don’t 
know—we haven’t yet concluded exactly where the breaking point 
is—but as the Department witness has already indicated there is a 
breaking point somewhere along here wherein a dollar and cents 
ceiling on eligibility will force more of the commodities into Com- 
modity Credit Corporation than otherwise, and serve to raise the cost 
instead of decreasing it. 

In terms of the maximum amount of wheat that is produced in 
this country, I don’t know whether $25,000 is about that level or not. 
I suspect that one of the reasons for arriving at that figure is that 
you probably think, Senator Young, that this is about the level where 
that breaking point comes. But seriously and earnestly, I believe 
— we must do several things that this proposal does not approach 
doing. 

I am in accord with what I think your purpose is in talking about 
reducing the 15-acre exemption to 10, but I would recommend that 
if you do decide that you have to go in this direction rather than 
in a direction that actually reduces Government costs and provides 
for an increase, instead of continuing decline, in farm income, then 
I hope you will give serious consideration to the possibility of bring- 
ing these 15-acre people that market wheat, all the way under the 
program, and perhaps at the same time remove the 30-acre limitation 
on production of wheat for use on the farm where grown. 

Now I recognize the politics back of this 15-acre exemption, but 
I recognize there is also some politics back of removing the 30-acre 
exemption on what will be used on the farm. Maybe you can tie these 
two together and make real progress, Mr. Chairman, in bringing the 
15-acre people under the program. I even find myself now talking 
about expediency though when I make that kind of recommendation 
to you. 

I earnestly hope that you will take a real hard look at the proposals 
that we made here on the 25th of March, which are embodied in the 
legislation form by your colleagues from Kansas, from Washington, 
from Nebraska, from Oregon, South Dakota, and New Mexico. You no 
doubt recall the Senators that have introduced this legislation are 
Carlson, Magnuson, Morris, Neuberger, Curtis, Case, Jackson, and 
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Chavez. This legislation offers real opportunity to accomplish these 
objectives. There isn’t any question bane it. Very few people even 
raise a question about what it will do right now. The only question 
they raise, Will the President veto it? Certain advisers to the Presi- 
dent challenge me to put my finger on any statement that indicates 
the President. would veto this by itself. They remind me that even 
though he did veto our kind of wheat program in 1956, it was then 
a part of a measure which had other, more objectionable features in it. 

Senator Munpr. Isn’t there an objection raised by the people of 
Towa, Illinois, and Indiana, and other corn producing and feed pro- 
ducing States who worry about what is going to happen to the third 
element in the two-price system? They don’t worry about the part 
that is goimg to be 100 percent of parity. They don’t worry about 
the part that is exported, but they worry about the part that is going 
to be consumed domestically cat thrown out by the market in com- 
petition with other feed crops. To me, I hear more objection about 
that than I do the possibility of veto. 

Mr. Newsom. There are sometimes many people representing folks 
in the Corn Belt that raise this objection. Many of our friends in 
the Corn Belt have however reached the point that they know full 
well there is vastly more danger in the present kind of program than 
there is in what we are talking about. Some of our friends from the 
wheatgrowers 

Senator Munpr. If they have reached that conclusion, they haven’t 
communicated it to Congress. ; 

Mr. Newsom. Well, I thought they had made some attempt to do 
it. There was a real important meeting at Ames not very many weeks 
ago when some of our wheatgrower friends spent a great deal of time 
on this particular subject matter. 

Senator Munpr. To me, there is a lot of appeal in the two-price 
system of the Grange program. 

Mr. Newsom. I would like for you not to use the term “two price.” 
I think we have the two-price program now. 

Senator Munpr. All right, the Grange program—domestic parity— 
would you rather call it that? 

Mr. Newsom. Yes. 

Senator Munprt. All right, the domestic parity bill has a lot of ap- 
peal, but there is real genuine concern on the part of a lot of farmers 
about this aspect that I have mentioned. It seems to me if we could 
concentrate on convincing farmers generally there is nothing to fear 
about that, and convincing Congress that there is a program to pro- 
tect the other two grades in the area, I think you would dissipate the 
objections in Congress, and I think you would dissipate the fear of 
aveto. I think they are all tied together. 

Mr. Newsom. Senator, let me point out that within the last year, 
or 15 or 20 months, we have seen the importance of a price-support 
level, as we now term it, namely, the level at which Government guar- 
antees to buy, or take off the market anything the market doesn’t 
absorb—we have seen the role of that kind of price support change 
drastically. Thirty-five years ago we envisioned this kind of ap- 
proach as a mechanism of doing something constructive for Ameri- 
can farmers. Now, we are in a position where we dare not destroy 
all price supports so far as wheat is concerned. That is what we are 
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talking about this morning, because of the damage that would be 
done to me, as a corn producer, ahd to our friends around the world, 
as wheat producers, with the stock of wheat on hand, we have to main- 
tain some level of price support to keep from destroying the wheat 
and other grain markets everywhere. Now, the question then is, are we 
going to maintain this level of price support at a level that will pro- 
tect other feed growers and protect the international wheat market, 
and our integrity as the participant in the International Wheat 
Agreement; or are we going to try to have it a little higher level in 
the futile hope that we can do something for the income of Senator 
Schoeppel’s people and others, or are we going to put it low enough 
to actually destroy its value, to all of the purposés. 

Now, in our discussions with representatives of the Department of 
Agriculture, I have reached the conclusion, that this third structure 
that you are talking about’ is not essential, not necessary. To this 
extent, we would like to have the opportunity of working with the 
committee any time you may get around to the point of drafting 
some modification of that proposal. Now, some in the wheatgrowers 
group visualize the necessity of this third structure in order to get 
some feed utilization of wheat which is entirely necessary. I think 
what they have failed to take account of is that at somewhere near 
the level which was designed in the measure, Senator, that you passed 
through the Senate in 1956, by ‘a 2'to 1 vote—under those directives 
to the Secretary of Agriculture, he would accomplish this support 
level with taking due account of the comparable feed value of wheat 
with other grains, taking due account of the International Wheat 
Agreement, taking due account of world trade conditions, and to other 


criteria. Such support level would be about what the Department 
of Agriculture would like to establish at the present time. The 
USDA, however proposes to do that, and nothing else. I don’t have 
to remind the members of this committee, that that would virtually 
destroy the income of all wheat producers. This is why we’ believe 
that if we accomplish this kind of a ee level and then provide 


certificates to provide additional income for the producer in terms of 
the proportion of the American market that goes into human food, 
we can get rid of the evils of the present program and we can, within 
a comparatively few years—vast as the surplus is now—do for wheat 
surplus about as much‘as we did for the wool surplus under a sensible 
piece of legislation for that commodity. 

Senator Ettenper. Wool surplus? You never had much wool sur- 
plus here, Mr. Newsom. 

Mr. Newsom. We had a situation, Mr. Chairman, where the Com- 
modity Credit—— 

Senator Exxrenper. You are short of adequate production. I 
wouldn’t even mention wool if I were in your place. It is not a sur- 
plus commodity. You can’t compare it to wheat or to cotton or 
any other commodity we grow in surplus. The only reason this com- 
mittee went on record and put the wool bill through is because it was a 
commodity in short supply. 

Mr. Newsom. I would remind the chairman and the members of 
this committee that under this old purchase and loan approach the 
Commodity Credit Corporation was buying and putting into Gov- 
ernment storage virtually every pound of wool that was produced in 
1953, and the chairman was well aware of that, and I know. 
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Senator Munpr. That was a price structure, Not a surplus thing. 

Mr. Newsom. That is right., It is a thing when Government price 
fixing is used as the mechanism to try to. do something about the in- 
come of the producers of the commodity. This is why we contend 
that. you have to be receptive to the necessity of lowering the level of 
price support as we now interpret price support. So that we can 
move the commodity through private trade channels. 

Senator ELLenper. Unfortunately, I wasn’t here when the hearings 
were held. It was held under the guidance of my good friend from 
South Carolina here. 

Mr. Newsom. From Florida, Mr.Chairman. Senator Holland from 
Florida. 

Senator Ex.tenper. He was the acting chairman of the subcom- 
mittee. At that time the so-called Talmadge plan—I say “so-called” 
because it was before this committee when Talmadge was a little boy 
10 years old. Your plan doesn’t differ very much from the Talmadge 
plan except the Talmadge plan envisions that the Government should 
put up the money and you envision that the processor should put up 
the money. That is about the only difference, isn’t it? 

Mr. Newsom. It isa very substantial difference. 

Senator ELLenper. I understand that. 

Mr. Newsom. There is another difference, Senator. We,would limit 
the volume that is eligible to support in terms of the volume that is 
used in the primary market. Now, on the theory, and it is a sound 
theory, too, that no American can object to paying an American price 
level for what he personally consumes, but that we have no right to 
expect that same American, as a taxpayer, to pay a subsidized price 
for production and then turn around and subsidize its sale again 

Senator ELLenper. He does, too, except indirectly because of the 
fact that the processor pays it. It is an indirect tax to the consumer. 
There is no difference. 

Mr. Newsom. That is right, but it doesn’t go through the Govern- 
ment. 

Senator ELLENpDeER. I understand that, but still it is a tax to the 
consumer. 

Mr. Newsom, Our program would reduce the cost of a wheat pro- 
gram by over half a billion dollars in the first. year’s operation and 
more in subsequent years. 

Senator ELienprer. I would bet a dime to a doughnut. it wouldn’t 
change the cost of bread if you put it either way. Of course, that is 
what counts. 

Mr. Newsom. I don’t think it would. I think you are just right 
on it. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Well, we won’t argue that. I don’t want to 
argue that question with you, Mr. Newsom, as much as I would like to. 
But as was pointed out, by Senator Young a while ago, and I think 
I made a little statement about it, too, the present program is going 
to worsen and it may bog down the whole program unless something 
is done in. the meantime to try and stop it. 

Mr. Newsom. I couldn’t agree with you more. 

Senator ELienprr. And the crux of this bill, as I see it, is limited 
to 2 years and in the meantime we might. get more converts to your 
program and you may add that program to others. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I would be willing to limit it to 1 
year. 
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Mr. Newsom. We would be willing to limit it to 2 years or 3 years. 
But in heaven’s name, let’s start in the direction of reducing Gov- 
ernment cost and of having an opportunity to raise farm income and 
eliminating State trading, reducing Government storage, and 
eliminating the criticisms and objections that we have to face ev ery 
time we go into an international meeting. Next month, I will be in 
Germany- 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Mr. Newsom, I introduced the 
same bill separately. I am all for it. We have only one problem with 
our bill. We don’t have enough votes. 

Mr. Newsom. Well, you had enough the last time it was tried by 2 
to 1 margin in the Senate, Senator. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I would like to try it again. 

Senator Munpr. I wasn’t a member of the subcommittee when you 
made the previous presentation. Does this incorporate this protective 
price mechanism for this third segment you discussed a few minutes 
ago before the committee ? 

Mr. Newsom. Yes, sir. 

We have extra copies here in addition to this prepared statement, 
Senator. I would like for you to check the record, because we did 
introduce a portion of the report of the Canadian-American Com- 
mittee of the National Planning Association of the United States—of 
which committee I happen to be a member—and to the Private Plan- 
ning Association of Canada. To point out a very significant fact, the 
vast majority of the world wheat supply is moving under Government 
price regulation, as you well know. Now if you will look at the table 
that we put in the record—that Senator Holland, as chairman at that 
time, put in the record at our suggestion—you will discover that some 
of the nations of the world have actually become wheat-exporting 

nations behind this kind of support structure. The point that you as 
a Senator from Kansas will need to remember, and all other wheat 
representatives need to remember, is that if we can eliminate the objec- 
tion of our international friends that we are “using the collective 
might of American taxpayers” through Public Law 480 and other 
export subsidy programs, which in turn compels them to protect their 
nationals against our “economic might” (and thereby they have a 
legitimate excuse for putting up trade barriers against American 
wheat and trying to preserve their own supply), I think in a relatively 
short period of years, Senator, we could gradually see some increasing 
demands in those countries for a reallocation of resources in a rela- 
tively reasonable period of time. We could move toward a freer trade 
movement of wheat throughout the world. I just hope you won't lose 
sight of this possibility. I am pleading, Mr. Chairman, that our 
friends on this committee guard against postponing the day further 
when we start on a good sound program. This program I think you 
yourself, Mr. Chairman, have already indicated could have worked 
beautifully if we could have adopted it back in about 1954, shortly 
after we came out of the Korean experience. The longer we put it off, 
the more difficult it is. 

Senator Exxtenper. If you recall, the chairman of this committee 
did all he could to put a program, not exactly as you have for wheat, 
but put it on rice, and we tried to make it obligatory y, but we couldn't 
even get that through. We had to make it optional. As TI said, the 
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option was never exercised, and we felt by trying it for a couple of 
years at least on rice, which is a commodity that is produced in only 
four or five States, that we might help the people over here at this 
great big agricultural building see the light, but we have never been 
able to even to do that. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. Newsom. Well, Senator, the philosophy is just as sound to- 
day as it was when you were talking about it. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Mr. Newsom. And my plea is, let’s don’t put it off any longer than 

we have to. : 
Senator Eiienper. All right. Anything else? Any further ques- 
tions ¢ 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. What is your opinion of the bill 
that we are talking about? Is it better than nothing or worse than 
nothing? [Laughter. | 

If we went on and did nothing by the middle of May, a program 
has to be announced for next year and there would be a widespread 
seeding over quotas. There are a few things like that, I think we are 
going to have to take care of. If you want to face realities, we will 
wind up with this program next year. We might as well face reality. 

Mr. Newsom. Frankly, I would be reluctant to say so positively 
without waiting for our wheat committee, but this proposal, and the 
one in the House, too, disturbs us so much that we have our National 
Grange Wheat Committee on its way into town again. In checking 
with them over the phone, I think they are unanimously of the opin- 
ion that either of these approaches will offer practically no anorene 
ment, if any at all. There are provisions in both this bill and the one 
in the House that we are very much afraid of. 

Now I reserve the right to change that position when the com- 
mittee has had opportunity to discuss the proposal. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. What provisions are you afraid 
of? Lowering the quotas? 

Mr. Newsom. Frankly, one of the initial provisions—well, I have 
already mentioned our objection to certain provisions here, but I 
don’t see in this particular measure before this committee this morn- 
ing, how there is one slight possibility of doing anything about re- 
versing the downward trend in income. Now our people out across 
the country are telling us that net farm income is down as much as 
15 percent this year. I don’t know. You know what the reports are 
this morning. 

Senator ELLenper. Seven percent. 

Mr. Newsom. This is gross, now. If gross is down that much, their 
estimate of net income down 15 may be about right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I realize that it would reduce 
income some, but if nothing is done and this program goes on for 
another year with more and more overproduction and the whole thing 
collapses, then the farm income will be reduced drastically. It will 
be a far worse situation than we have now. What I am trying to say 
is we should try to have some semblance of a program. 

Senator Jonnson. It is as much as 20, if it is in gross. 

Mr. Newsom. That is right, Senator, I don’t suppose we will know 
the answer to that until after this Congress has gone home—a reces- 
sion. I will tell you it is serious. 

Senator Ettenper. Any further questions? 
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Senator Harr. May I ask? 
Senator ELLENpER. Yes. 
Senator Harr. You made the point it would be desirable, as you 

see it, to bring the 15-acre farmer fully under the program. This, 

again, advertises my ignorance. Why isn’t that done now? 

Mr. Newsom. Well, I think because of the fact that in the House 
especially, and to a less extent in the Senate, there are probably more 
Members that have producers that come under the 15-acre exemption 
than there are that have producers that produce more acres of wheat. 
I believe it is just about that simple. [Laughter.] 

Senator Harr. I wonder if it is that simple, because I get expres- 
sions from these 15-acre fellows insisting that they desire to come 
fully under with the right to vote. 

Mr. Newsom. Well, this would simplify your problem in my 
opinion. 

Senator Evtenper. Any further questions? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Newsom. We get evidence to the contrary, frankly. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLenper. We have here Mr. Shuman. Is he present? 
Does he want to testify ? 

Mr. Suuman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exienper. Mr. Shuman, step forward. Mr. Shuman is 
president of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. SHUMAN, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Suuman. Thank you, Senator. 
Members of the committee, we have no prepared statement, Senator. 
I would make a very brief statement on the legislation under con- 
sideration. 

I would simply say that we want to compliment the committee 
and those who have worked on this proposed legislation on recogniz- 
ing some very serious weaknesses in the present legislation. However, 
it is our considered judgment that unless Congress as a whole is will- 
ing to face the major problem and major weaknesses in the present leg- 
islation, then it will do more harm than good to pass Lipiabatioal. The 
major problem that has not been even approached by this legislation 
is the price incentive that results in increased production. 

Senator ELLenper. In other words, your plan is to lower price 
supports? 

Mr. Suuman. Our plan is to get away from Government price fix- 
ing and unrealistic price supports. The.reason we think this legis- 
lation will do more harm than good is that it possibly would further 
the delay of a realistic approach to the solution of the price incentive 
problem, That is the cause of most of the trouble in agriculture at 
the present time, and the cause of, most of the decline in farm income 
is the incentive to produce more than is needed of things which are 
not needed. That is basically what our conclusion is. I will be glad 
if there are any questions to try to—— ; 

Senator Extenver. I think the committee is familiar with the posi- 
tion of the Farm Bureau on all of this; on these questions particularly 
in respect to price controls. I presume that you would agree that the 
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proposals that you advocate, no doubt would result in less farm in- 
come. 

Mr, Suuman. No, not at all. I take the opposite position if we 
could get away from artificial incentives. 

Senator ELtenper. In other words, 65 percent wheat would bring 
more money to the farm than 80 percent wheat, 

Mr. Suuman. I am not talking at all about the level of price sup- 
port. I am talking about the fact that we now have incentives to 
produce products which are not needed and not wanted. If we get 
away from price fixing and attempts to control production, which 
have failed, we could very well increase farm income rather than 
have another billion dollar decrease next year. I am firmly con- 
vinced the billion dollar decrease in farm income predicted for next 
year would not necessarily take place if we had not had the Govern- 
ment price fixing structure and the failure of the attempt to control 
production which was inevitable. 

Senator ELtenper. In what category would thislosscome? Not 
in wheat—the protective crops, would it ¢ 

Mr. SHuman. Well, it isin many areas. 

Senator ELLENpER. Would it come from livestock, hogs? 

Mr. SHuman. There are some livestock reductions in income, cer- 
tainly. It is across the board, but you can’t move into one area in 
agriculture with a price fixing program without affecting all of ag- 
riculture. I am firmly convinced that if we had not attempted to fix 
these prices, and thus generated this tremendous surplus that we 
would be sharing in the increased vitality and increased income that 
other people get, 

Senator ELLENpDER. So your advice to the committee is to let—I 
mean, you wouldn’t advocate the passage of this bill. 

Mr. SHuman. No, we would oppose it. 

Senator ELtenper. All right. 

Senator Johnston ? 

Senator Jounston. Isn’t it true in the past you have come before 
this committee advocating the legislation before which was just to re- 
duce the supports? 

Mr. SHuman. We have appeared and supported several different 
proposals; unfortunately several of them, by the time they were 
amended and changed in the Congress, merely delayed the day of 
reckoning, in my opinion. 

Senator JonNnston. At any time in your support, have you differed 
with the Chamber of Commerce of the United States? 

Mr. Suuman. Oh, certainly. 

Senator JoHnston. Give me some of the bills you appeared before 
this committee on, and in behalf of, that the chamber of commerce—— 

Mr. Suuman. I don’t even know what the chamber of commerce’s 
position is on any legislation. But I do know that we have differed 
with some of their statements and suggestions. 

Senator JoHNston. Name one. You are familiar with them. 

Mr. SHuman. I don’t know whether the chamber.of commerce sup- 
ported soil bank legislation. As far as I know, they have never sup- 
ported price support based on 90 percent of the 3-year moving aver- 
age market price. At least I have never been advised by anybody that 
they have. 
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Senator Jounston. How much time did they want to give? You 
say the three average. How many years did they want? 

Mr. Suuman. I don’t think the chamber of commerce ever pre- 
sented any testimony on this particular idea that I know of now. 
Maybe the committee does. We certainly don’t keep track of what 
the chamber of commerce proposes. We are not particularly inter- 
ested because I don’t think they have any particular knowledge in 
this area that is any greater than ours. 

Senator ELLeNper. Any further questions? 

Senator Munpr. You heard the testimony of Mr. Newsom about 
the domestic parity program and the fact that at a meeting out in 
Ames there was worked out an acceptance on the part of other feed 
producers of the domestic parity program. Do you feel that pro- 
gram is deserving of a trial run ? 

Mr. SHuman. Well, Senator, we have appeared in opposition to the 
domestic parity program and our position is still in opposition to it. 
Of course, the fact that it does subsidize the production of wheat in 
competition to the producers of other feed crops is one of the reasons 
why we have opposed it. 

Senator Munpr. Do you feel it is a new gimmick that they have 

rot ? 
Mr. Suuman. No, I don’t think you can establish different prices 
for a crop administratively and make it work any more than you can 
under this proposed legislation here establish different classes of 
farmers. Presently under the wheat program there are two different 
classes of farmers; the 15-acre class and the others. Now, this bill 
would propose to establish three classes. Those above a certain size 
who would be cut 10 percent; those under that would be cut 5; and 
the 15-acre folks would be cut 3314 percent. So I don’t think that any 
arbitrary program which attempts to separate farmers or separate out 
kinds of wheat and put labels on it, will work. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. That is hardly an accurate state- 
ment, that some would be cut 5 and 10 percent, and others would be 
cut 3314 percent. You know commercial wheat farmers have nearly 
always een a cut of 40 percent. 

Mr. SuHuman. Yes, Senator, but under this proposed bill it would 
make the new cuts. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I think you should tell the 
whole story. 

Mr. SHuman. But many of these 15-acre folks never produced 
any, but they increased their production 100 percent; while the 
farmers of South Dakota have been cut 40 percent. In 1941 when this 
15-acre exemption was passed—I believe you were here, Senator—and 
I don’t think you or any of us anticipated that the effect of the 15- 
acre exemption would be to take literally thousands of acres from 
the traditional wheat areas like Kansas, Colorado, and so on, and 
move them over into Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan. That is 
the effect of it, and that is why we are afraid that the effect of this 
further classification of wheatgrowers might not be something that 
we can’t even predict. 

Senator Jonnsron. Let me get myself straight and_you straight. 
What you are saying—are you speaking for the Farm Bureau? 

Mr. Sauman. American Farm Bureau Federation. 
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Senator Jonnsron. Are you speaking for any farmers in South 
Carolina ¢ 

Mr. SHuman. We represent the 

Senator Jounston. Don’t they take a different position from what 
you do ¢ 
; Mr. SHuman. We have not been advised that they do on this 
legislation. 

Senator JoHnston. What about supports? You have been here 
before and we have been reducing them. They took a different posi- 
tion from you. 

Mr. Suuman. As far as we have been advised, the only position 
that the South Carolina Farm Bureau takes that is different from the 
American Farm Bureau is on tobacco. 

Senator Jonnston. And they haven’t taken a different position on 
cotton ¢ 

Mr. SuHuman. We have not been advised—— 

Senator Jonnston. That is the reason I am bringing this up. I 
think there ought to be something brought to your attention. I think 
they definitely are different in South Carolina. 

Mr. SHuman. We have a definite procedure whereby if the State 
Farm Bureau differs they advise us in writing and we so recognize it. 

Senator JoHnston. I want the farmers to know the position the 
Farm Bureau is taking in South Carolina. 

Mr. Sauman. I think they pretty well know it. 

Senator Jounston. I want them to know the facts. That is the 
only thing I want them to know. 

Mr. SHuman. We have not tried to hide our light under a bushel, 
Senator. 

Senator JonnsTon. I have been to a great many of the meetings and 
I think you will find that they have not gone along with the National 
Farm Bureau in regards to reducing of the supports. 

Mr. Suuman. This is true, of course, in any organization. In some 
areas they disagree at times and in other areas they may think you 
have not gone far enough. So you get a position, you find out how 
many exceptions there are to it, and you go right down the road as 
best you can. That is true with every organization. I am sure you 
know that, Senator. 

Senator ExLenper. Senator Aiken. 

Senator Arken. Good morning, Charlie. 

Mr. SHuman. Good morning, sir. 

Senator Arcen. The Farm Bureau has its own recommendations, of 
course, which envision reduction in supports and eventually elimina- 
tion of restrictions ? 

Mr. Suuman. Yes 

Senator Arken. Assuming that it appears impossible to secure that 
type of legislation, then we have other courses which we could follow. 
One is to tighten up on controls, as is suggested in Senator Young’s 
bill. The other suggestion is going to a two- or three-price system as 
recommended by certain other organizations. Another choice is to 
leave the program exactly where it is, and at this writing there is a 
strong possibility that could happen. And the fourth course would be 
to abandon the whole program, which could soneetraey come about 
if there are no corrections made in the program. ich of those 








230 WHEAT PROGRAMS 





courses would you view as least objectionable or most desirable, which- 
ever Way you want to put it? [Laughter.] 

Mr. SHuman. We have another alternative to propose. We think 
it would be a very bad mistake to continue with the present program 
with the price incentive to produce great quantities of wheat that is 
not needed and also because it holds a price umbrella over the rest of 
the world and encourages them to increase their production, So that 
alternative we don’t agree with. We don’t agree with the domestic 
parity approach. We don’t agree with the idea of abandoning the 
program altogether. Therefore, we believe there is a way and we 
have presented some testimony on our ideas to this committee, and 
also the House Committee, and we will be very glad to work to imple- 
ment them. Essentially these proposals would be to provide for a 
transistion period to get to a price support that is based on some per- 
centages of the average market price. We would be very happy to 
work with the committee in determining the proper language of a bill. 

Senator Exienper. The suggestion you are now making is almost 
in line with what has been proposed by the President and Mr. Benson. 

Mr. Suuman. Yes, there was some difference, in fact considerable 
difference in the proposal of the Department and our proposal. As 
we understand it, the Department, proposal was to give the Secre- 
tary discretionary authority to determine where the level of price 
support would be. 

Senator ELLenper. Yes. You mean there is very little difference. 

Mr. Suman. We made the proposal originally. It was developed 
a year ago, originally for corn, and Congress adopted part of it for 
corn, and also part of it for cotton. 

Senator ELLenper. Any further questions ? 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I would like to make this com- 
ment. I think this is the first time that all the farm organizations 
have been together in the 14 years I have been here, They are all op 

osed to this bill, They either want their program or none at all. 
We have yet to hear one organization oe oy 

Senator Arken. The only point they all agree on is that something 
should be done. [Lau hter.|. 

Senator ELtenper. Any further questions? 

Thank you. 

Mr. SuHuman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator ELtenper. I wish to say that we have only two more wit- 
nesses scheduled for this morning; Mr, Baker and Mr. Root, Is Mr. 
Baker here? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Ettenver. How long would you require? 

Mr. Baxer. It is up to you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Solberg is going 
to present our statement and we can make it. as long or as. short as 
you would like. 

Senator Extenprer. Well, the thing is—and is Mr. Root here? 

Mr. Roor. He is here, sir, 

Senator Youne of North Dakota, I believe we could. finish, 
couldn’t we? 

Senator Exrenver. If you, gentlemen desire, we can finish this 
morning. Would that be agreeable? 
All right.. Let’s hear Mr. Solberg. 
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STATEMENTS OF HARVEY R. SOLBERG, CHAIRMAN, EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, AND PRESIDENT, 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN FARMERS UNION, DENVER, COLO.; AND 
JOHN A. BAKER, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL 
FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Sotsere. Mr, Chairman, we appreciate your inviting us to give 
our views concerning the provisions of the committee print bill, that 
if enacted would aala temporary stopgap adjustments in the existing 
wheat price support and market supply management program. 

In referendums year after year, wheat producers have conclusively 
demonstrated their understanding and approval of the principles of 
price support and marketing quotas. The relatively heavy propor- 
tions by which marketing quotas have been approved in the heaviest 
wheat growing States are all the more remarkable because the sup- 
port level te Ties dropped lower and lower year after year. Wheat 
producers have not welcomed the lower support levels but they have 
shown by their votes in the referendums that (1) they understand 
the need to exercise self-discipline and self-control to preserve the 
program; and (2) they want the program. 

Earlier this year, at hearings before the House Wheat Subcom- 
mittee, National Farmers Union witnesses carefully outlined in great 
detail the structure of a new and improved wheat program that we 
recommend be adopted as part of a comprehensive farm income im- 
provement program. -Later before a subcommittee of your commit- 
tee, our witnesses stated that while we would cooperate in the attempt 
to develop a stopgap temporary measure to make certain necessary 
adjustments in the existing wheat program, we could not approve 
sending to the floor a major new single-commodity wheat-only bill, 
separate from a comprehensive bill covering several of the major 
commodities, is such bill made major structural changes in the exist- 
ing wheat program. The record of the hearing will indicate that 
we attempted to clarify our position as to the types of changes in 
the existing program that we would consider to be structural and the 
type that we would consider to be of an adjustment nature. 

Mr. Chairman, we also recognize in relation to this print that you 
need a certain number of votes in the Senate and the House. It is 
a part and parcel of this. 

Senator ELLENvER. We need that to put over any kind of program, 
you see. 

Mr. SotperG. That is understood. 

Senator Exutenper. Now, of course, the Farm Bureau has its fol- 
lowers in the Senate, and the Grange has its followers, and you have 
heard the presidents of both of the organizations. Now, we hear your 
side, the National Farmers Union, and up to now none of you are 
in accord on anything. 

Mr. SotperG. I am sticking by the committee print. 

Senator ELitenper. I understand. 

Senator Arken. I think Senator Young should have a compliment 
on getting all of the farm organizations together on one point. 
{Laughter. ] 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I did some good. 
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Mr. Soteere. Senator Young and I knew each other when we were 
much younger. [Laughter.] 

Our witnesses also stated our reluctance to support the proposal for 
floor consideration of any wheat-only bill, except on the basis of 
reasonable assurance that those handling the bill would move for 
recommital if the committee bill were so drastically amended as to 
weaken or destroy the wheat program. This is not being against the 
bill, but, for certain, we don’t want a weaker wheat program. We 
cannot endorse any move to reduce still further the income of wheat 
producers. 

We have been gratified to note, Mr. Chairman, that your committee 
has seen fit to develop, in the committee print, the type of a wheat 
bill the enactment of which, we agree, might be desirable this year, 
in the absence of the likelihood of the passage before May 15th, this 
year, of a major comprehensive farm income improvement program. 
We do not want the enactment of a temporary stopgap wheat bill 
to prejudice the enactment of a fully adequate comprehensive farm 
income improvement program. Farmers cannot afford to wait 2 
more years for legislation that will materially increase their income. 

We appreciate your action and commend your restricting the pro- 
visions of the committee print to the type of nonstructural adjust- 
ments in the existing wheat program which our witnesses indicated at 
the earlier hearing we should be quite willing to consider, and to sup- 
port, for temporary application, provided a improve the working 
of the existing program, reducing its vulnerability to attack and there- 
by save the wheat program from political destruction and provided 
that gross income from sale of wheat is not reduced. 

The following remarks are addressed to the provisions of the com- 
mittee print of April 16, 1959: 

We approve and urge adoption of section 7, page 4, limiting the 
application of the provisions of the bill to the 1960 and 1961 crops. 

We approve and strongly urge adoption of section 6, page 4, which 
as we understand it, would strictly prohibit the Secretary from put- 
ting into effect any loan or support program for noncompliers for 
wheat or any other commodity. 

We approve and urge adoption of section 5, page 4, which limits 
the total amount of price support loans and purchases for wheat pro- 
duced in any year to any person to not more than $25,000. Farmers 
Union has long urged application of this principle to all the price 
support programs. In the case of partnerships made up of more 
(that’s a change) than one different operating farm miles, considera- 
tion should be given to some appropriate adjustment of this limita- 
tion. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. If you will yield there, I think 
that is a good suggestion. Some times in one family you will find 
two brothers farm together and maybe one separately. 

Mr. Soxperc. They are bona fide families, too. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Unless you change that, one son 
can produce as much wheat as all the three others combined, but every 
one of them are bona fide farmers. 

Mr. Sorperc. There are two reasons. On loans the limitation isn’t 
as effective as you know; we would have to get it over into quotas 
on a unit system to make it really effective, but it is tremen- 
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dously important, I think, to the general public who hear about three 
loans in the United States that are a 100,000 or a $100 million each. 
It is important that we have the principle established. 

We approve and urge adoption of section 3, page 3, which raises 
the penalty on our quota sales from 45 percent of the parity price to 
65 percent. 

We approve and urge enactment of section 2, pages 2 and 3, which 
has the effect of requiring that penalties be paid on the actual produc- 
tion or double the normal yield, of excess acres whichever is smaller, 
rather than on the normal yield, a provision which has been a trouble- 
some loophole in the existing law. 

These two needed changes in the existing program are long over- 
due. They will make a contribution to reducing the over-production 
of wheat and also should help reduce both the Commodity Credit 
Corporation stocks of wheat and the Government costs of operating 
the wheat program. 

We will not object to the removal of the 30-acre limitation on pro- 
duction of wheat for home use. We fully realize that such a pro- 
vision will serve somewhat to reduce market demand for wheat but 
we believe that the accommodation provided by such action to the 
aspirations of those who might otherwise oppose the wheat program 
contains advantages that considerably outweigh the small reduction 
brought about in the demand for wheat. I again refer to the num- 
ber of votes in the House and Senate. 

As members of your committee know, Farmers Union has supported 
the minimum acreage and minimum quota principle as a necessary 
part of the wheat program, as of other programs. We recognize 
that this provision has been somewhat of a hardship on larger com- 
mercial wheat producers. However, we are gratified that your com- 
mittee has not seen fit to recommend that this provision be eliminated. 

We continue to believe that realistically the minimum principle must 
be continued in effect. Moreover, from a realistic standpoint, we do 
not believe it is wise to require that these small producers be required 
to take proportionally as large a cut in permitted acreage as larger 
producers. We, therefore, respectfully urge that you amend the pro- 
visions of section 4, page 3. When we get enough legislation to cover 
a lot of commodities, this automatically eliminated. We can’t elimi- 
nate it in this type of legislation. 

If new wheat legislation is to be acted on at this time, its major 
purpose is to stop the further buildup in accumulating Government- 
owned stocks of wheat, without at the same time reducing the income 
of wheat producers. We urge your consideration of several estab- 
lished facts in this regard. 

(1) The nature of the demand curve for wheat is such that the 
accumulation of stocks from a given production is almost the same 
whether the support price is set at 100 percent of parity or at 65 
percent. 

(2) When marketing quotas based on acreage allotments are de- 
pended upon for supply management, reduction in allotments, not 
reduction in support price levels, must be relied upon to reduce supply. 

(3) The reduction in acreage allotment must be large enough to 
effect the needed reduction in supply if the purpose is to save the 
program from critical and damaging attitudes of public opinion. 
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(4) Reduction in acreage allotments of sufficient size to bring ex- 
pected annual production into balance with domestic use and exports, 
if the support level is not raised, would very severely reduce the 
income of wheat producers. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Will you yield at this point? 

Mr. Sorsera. Yes. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Are you suggesting we raise the 
support and cut the acreage more ? 

Mi . Sotzera. Yes, possibly reducing the allotment and raising the 
support. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. More on the order of the House 
bill? 

Mr. Sorperc. Yes. 

(5) Wheat producers have already absorbed repeated reductions in 
income resulting from price support cuts, yet have continued to sup- 
port the program in referendums because income would have dropped 
even more drastically if the program had been voted out. 

Considering these facts, we do not believe that wheat producers, 
even in a temporary 2-year program, should be asked to take a heavy 
acreage cut in the absence of a substantially equivalent improvement 
in the support level. 

The only really pressing reason for pushing for early enactment of 
adjustments in the wheat program is to make changes required to 
bring total expected annual production into balance with or below 
total expected annual domestic use and exports. 

The provisions of section 1 of the committee print are not fully 
adequate to fulfill this purpose. Based upon recent figures of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture it appears that domestic use plus 
exports would require the total wheat production that could be ex- 
pected to accompany a national acreage allotment of approximately 
44 million acres. We favor application of the graduation principle to 
acreage allotments as is done in the committee print. 

To attain this suggested balance without reducing the 1960 net 
family income of wheat producers, we strongly urge that the mini- 
mum support price be raised by at least 17 percent for the period 
during which the reduced allotments would be in effect. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I would prefer some such ar- 
rangement myself, if it were possible to get it through Congress. 

Mr. Sotserc. If you can get the votes. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Yes. 

Mr. Soxrzera. If this is done, we support a provision to the effect 
that the required new cut in wheat acreage allotments cannot be 
devoted to production of any other price-supported crop. 

Lord, I hope we get all the crops in the bill sometime. 

We are not at all certain in our own evaluation that it is wise to 
carry any wheat-only bill to the floor of either House. Your judg- 
ment and appraisal of the prospects should be better than ours. We 
hope that you will not take a bill to the floor if you think doing so 
will result in the adoption of amendments that will render the wheat 
program unworkable or ineffective. 

If you determine that a bill with provisions such as those I have 
outlined can be passed without weakening and destructive amend- 
— we understand the reasons for and will cooperate with your 
efforts. 
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Mr. Chairman, before concluding my statement, I feel that the very 
necessity for considering this rather unfortunate situation and pro- 
posed actions before us today, requires that I say there is need to enact 
more fully adequate measures to increase and intensify our national 
efforts to expand domestic and export uses of wheat. 

As one small factor in this direction, 1 commend your committee for 
favorably reporting last week the bill to establish a program to do 
what can be done to discover and encourage additional industrial uses 
of farm commodities including wheat. 

In closing, I repeat, you people know much better than we whether 
or not a good bill can be carried without destructive amendments. 
Good luck to you. This is a tough one. 

Senator Evtenper. Thank you. Any questions ! 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. Thank you very much, that was a 
good presentation. 

Senator E:tenper. All right, Mr. Root. 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD ROOT, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OF WHEAT GROWERS, WASCO, OREG.; AND KEN KENDRICK, 
VICE PRESIDENT FROM TEXAS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
WHEAT GROWERS, STRATFORD, TEX. 


Mr. Roor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Floyd Root. I am representing the National Association of Wheat 
Growers. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, before I start, I would like to introduce 
other wheatgrowers, members of State associations supporting the 
position of the National association who are in Washington, D.C., at 
this time because they are interested in developing sound and beneficial 
legislation for the wheat industry. I have with me today Mr. Ken 
Kendrick from Texas, past president of the National Association of 
Wheat Growers. 

Senator ELtenper. Would each stand as his name is called? 

Mr. Roor. Mr. C. L. Edwards, Texas; Mr. LeRoy Smith, Nebraska; 
Mr. Gib Egbert, Kansas; Mr. George Brinkema, C olorado; Mr. Har- 
ley Rhoades, Colorado; Mr. Carson Smith, Nebraska; Mr. Thone 
Johnson, Nebraska; Mr. Rich Allert, Washington; and Mr. Scott 
Barr, of Washington. 

Senator ELttenper. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Root. 

Mr. Roor. First, Mr. Chairman, T want to thank you and your com- 
mittee for holding these hearings in a sincere and honest effort to 
study the wheat problem and to recommend corrective legislation. 

Therefore, I begin my statement today on your committee print of 
April 16, 1959, of a bill to strengthen the wheat marketing quota and 
price support program. I would like to read a paragraph from a 
previous statement our association has made before this committee. 

I would like to point out that our organization has for the past 5 years clearly 
stated our conviction that price adjustment through lowering price support 
would increase production of wheat rather than reduce it, and has recommended 
a change in farm program policy for wheat. This has occurred and should 
lend support to our current recommendations. It is rather discouraging at this 


point to find that administration recommendations to Congress continue to 
support the philosophy of further price adjustment. 
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Also, other farm organizations are making those same statements. 
As wheatgrowers we want to work with you in developing an ac- 
ceptable wheat program, since we are the people who will be directly 
affected. Our association believes that the wheat stabilization plan 
which we presented to this committee March 24, 1959, is the best long- 
range program for wheat and that it should be given a fair trial. 
However, we realize, because of the time involved, that the wheat 
stabilization plan cannot be enacted before the May 15 date when the 
Secretary of Agriculture has to announce marketing quotas and acre- 
age allotments for the 1960 wheat crop. For this reason, the National 
Association of Wheat Growers wants to work with the committee in 
developing a temporary wheat program that will reduce the buildup 
of CCC stocks and still maintain the growers’ income. Wheat- 
growers are taxpayers and are interested in holding down Government 
costs the same as any other citizen, but with our increasing costs of 
production we must maintain our income in order to remain taxpayers. 
I want to point out that there are four sources of excess wheat 
production that build wp CCC stocks and these must be considered 
in any program to reduce these stocks : 
1. Overseeding of acreage allotments; 
2. Increased use of 15-acre exemption ; 
3. Increased production in noncommercial States ; 
4. Increased production on allotment farms. 

Now referring to your committee print, we support sections 2 and 3 
of the committee print which will increase the penalty for overseeding 
acreage allotments. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I think you have a wholesome 
situation, Mr. Chairman, when you have actual wheat farmers coming 
in and proposing a stiff penalty be applied. 

Senator ELLENpER. Yes. 

We support section 4 of the committee print which will reduce the 
acreage allotment exemption to 10 acres. 

This covers the second point about excess production. If I could 
comment on the remark Senator Hart made when the Department 
was here, he asked about the soft wheat not in surplus. Soft wheat 
is in surplus, but it isn’t in as bad a surplus as other classes of wheat. 
However, in the association we always consider wheat is wheat and if 
one class of wheat is in trouble, all classes of wheat are in trouble. 
We feel in the United States we produce the best wheat in the world. 
We can sell that wheat to any country in the world because we have 
the kind of wheat they want, whatever use they have for it. We also 
feel if one group of producers producing a certain class of wheat is 
in trouble, we are all in trouble. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I think at the present time the 
wheat produced in the Pacific Northwest is the only wheat selling 
above support level. 

Mr. Roor. No, it isn’t selling above support level. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. It was recently. 

Mr. Roor. The Portland cash price has never been above—it might 
have been above for a few days, but most of this season it has been 
below the terminal loan rate. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. But not as far as the Minneapolis 
area 
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Mr. Roor. No, that is right. There has not been as great a differ- 
ence. 

In regard to the Soft Red Winter wheat, the Department prepared 
some figures on the different classes of wheat. They show that Soft 
Red Winter wheat has a carryover of 16 million bushels; however, 
they also show for the 1958-59 marketing season there will be 46 
million bushels of that wheat supported. Now if the millers in that 
area are concerned about having enough wheat for their needs, that 
amount of available wheat can be controlled by the Government. They 
control the supply by the amount of the subsidy that they place on 
different classes of wheat. They can control that by changing their 
subsidy rates. You were asking about the White wheat. There will 
be 120 million bushels of White wheat supported this year, most of 
that going to oriental countries and lots of it under the Public Law 
program to help distressed areas. However, with the White wheat 
there are only about 38 million bushels carryover estimated at the end 
of this marketing season. Still, the White wheat people feel that they 
want to do everything they can to help, the producers of other classes 
of wheat to develop a workable program for the entire wheat industry 
in the United States. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. The greatest surplus of wheat 
now is the Hard Red Winter, and the second greatest is what we feel 
is the best quality wheat in the world, the wheat produced in the 
spring wheat area. [ Laughter. | 

Mr. Roor. One other question, Senator, we raise, would be the 
reduced production which would be accomplished if the 15-acre exemp- 
tion would be reduced to 10 acres. We had some figures developed 
and our figures show if the reduction is 10 acres all over the Nation, 
that there would only be a 31.9 million bushel reduction in all wheat 
produced, and we know that not by any means all of the wheat pro- 
duced on the small farm is Soft Red Winter. In the Michigan area, 
that is a Soft White area. That isn’t a Soft Red Winter area. 

Senator Hart. That is a point I wanted to clarify. I think you. 

Mr. Roor. Our third point, the increased production in noncommer- 
cial States is no longer as great a problem since Alabama and Missis- 
sippi are now commercial States and we understand Arizona will be a 
commercial State for the 1960 crop. 

In Section 1 of the committee print which meets the problem of 
increased production on allotment farms, we recommend that the 
national minimum acreage remain at 55 million acres with price sup- 
port at 65 percent of parity, and that each producer who will cut his 
allotment 20 percent be entitled to receive 90 percent of parity sup- 
ports. Any person operating more than one farm, in order to be 
eligible for the higher support rate, must reduce his allotment by 
20 percent in all farms that he operates. We further recommend that 
the sale price for CCC wheat beginning July 1, 1960, and ending 
June 30, 1962, be the current higher price support level (90 percent 
of parity). The National Association of Wheat Growers believes 
there is and should be enough incentive in this type of program to 
encourage the grower to accept the 20 percent reduction of allotments. 
We feel that in order to justify changing the present program, we 
must stop the buildup of CCC wheat stocks, which we are convinced 
a 20 percent reduction, with normal weather, will do. In fact, a 20 
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percent reduction, with very little weather change, could draw some 
wheat stocks out of CCC. However, to achieve this reduction and 
to maintain the growers’ purchasing power, which is important to the 
economy of our Nation, our growers who reduce allotments by 20 
percent must have a higher opti support. 

I might say right here, Chairman, that we are not firm in these 
figures. We would like to work with the committee and develop a 
program that will accomplish, what I have said before, the reduction 
of Commodity Credit holdings, and a program that will maintain the 
growers’ purchasing power. If some shift in these figures would do 
that same thing, we are not absolutely firm on these figures that I 
have mentioned here. 

Senator ELtenper. In other words, your idea would be to cut back 
the acreage as far as we can, but with the support price—what is 
planted—suflicient to keep the farm income at a desired level 

Mr. Roor. Yes. 

Senator ELLenper. At the present level. 

Mr. Roor. I prefer saying the farmer’s purchasing power rather 
than farmer’s net income. We are talking about an income that will 
reduce the gross 5 percent. I feel reducing the gross 5 percent might 
reduce the net to 25 or 30 percent. I wish I could agree with the 
statement made earlier here this morning that a 5 percent decrease 
in gross would only affect my income 15 percent in net. I know it 
would be more than that. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. This 20 percent reduction would 
be in addition to the 30 or 35 percent the traditional wheat farmers 
have already taken—close to 40 percent. 

Mr. Roor. Yes, it is an additional 20 percent. That would make 
the total reduction to commercial growers between 35 and 60 percent 
because he is already reduced 35 percent on the farm. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I like this provision better than 
the one we have, but the problem is getting it through the Congress 
and signed by the President. 

Mr. Roor. That. is w hy I wanted to pointed out—we are not firm 
on any of these figures. We would like to work out an adjustment 
that would ac complish it, and would still be acceptable to the com- 
mittee and to the Congress. 

We oppose section 5 of the committee print which limits price sup- 
port loans to $25,000. Our association endorses the basic principle 
of price support, which is to remove commodities from a glutted cash 
market immediately after oe harvest season and to create an orderly 
market throughout the year. We think the publicity recently de- 
veloped in the large CCC oo was unfair in not giving the number 
of such loans that were paid prior to maturity, thus redeeming the 
wheat to place in the regular marketing channels. If a study were 
carried out, we believe it would show that a much lar ger percentage 
of the big loans are paid back to Commodity Credit Corporation than 
the smaller loans. 

And I was glad to hear this morning the committee ask the De- 
partment to furnish them figures on the loan data that we have in 
the Department so that we can find out what size farms use the loan 
provision to the greatest extent and which size farms redeemed their 
er and which size turn their commodities over to Commodity 

redit. 
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We support section 6, no loans to noncooperators. 

We agree with section 7, that this should be a 2-year program. We 
hope that Congress can agree to a long-range program before this 
session ends, but in the event you cannot agree, then this program 
running for 2 years will get us past the May 15 date and will give 
you all of next session to develop a long-range program for wheat. 

Senator Extenver. Well, we thank you very much, Mr. Root. That 
is a very good statement. 

Mr. Roor. We thank you for considering the wheat problem. 

Senator ELLENpErR. Any questions? 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. A good statement. 

Senator Exienper. If not, we again thank you. Is there anybody 
else present who desires to be heard ¢ 

Mr. Newsom. Mr. Chairman, if it is not out of order, I would like 
to introduce the master of the Whitman County Pomona Grange, 
master in the county that is the Nation’s largest wheat producing 
county ; Palmer Wagner, in the rear of the room. 

Senator Etrenper. All right. Anybody else? 

Mr. Kenprick. Mr. Chairman, 

Senator ELLenper. Yes. 

Mr. Kenpricx. May I make one brief statement ? 

In regard to one recommendation made here, I think the point has 
not been made. We have said that if wheat producers take a further 
reduction of 20 percent we’ recommend a 90 percent support. Of 
course, we recognize that we are not firm in that, and we are not. I 
want to point out this one thing—even if we did take the 20 percent 
cut and pre the 90 percent support, which, frankly, I do not expect 
that high, the gross income of our wheat producers would still be 
down 5 percent. And I want to say to you that I don’t think that we 
are 100 percent on this in our organization. I think we are 75 or 80 
or 90 percent in agreement and that our wheat association mem- 
bers recognize that something must be done about the wheat program, 
or it will eventually fail of its own weight. And I believe a vast ma- 
jority of the membership of our association in the commercial wheat 
area are willing to accept some further reduction in net income in or- 
der to bring about a better relationship between supply and demand 
in the prowension of wheat. I believe that we all recognize that some 
of the blame for this pile of wheat, certainly, can be placed upon our 
shoulders, and I believe that we are.willing to take.that. A are 
willing to take some further reduction in net income in order to do 
something about it. 

I wanted it to be placed in the record that we are not here aski 
for a program even to maintain our income at its present level. We 
are anxious to do something about this wheat program. We recog- 
nize that some of the overproduction we should rightly take the blame 
for. We recognize that in 1958 approximately 40 million bushels of 
wheat in excess of “rae allotments in the commercial. wheat. area 
can be blamed to us.. We recognize further that in 1958 the 15-acre 
boy who overseeded his allotment produced, according to the-records 
provided by the Department, 130 million: bushels of excess wheat and 
we feel they, too, should shoulder their portion of reduction. in be- 
ginning to do something about this pileup of wheat. 

nk you, Mr. Chairman. | 





240 WHEAT PROGRAMS 


Senator ELLenper. Thank you very much. Senators Magnuson and 
Jackson from Washington were to come here before noon, and because 
of other engagements they were unable to.do so. Permission will be 
granted to let both Senators, in fact anybody else who desires, to file 
a statement before the record is closed. We hope that the statements 
will be filed not later than this coming Thursday at noon. 

This concludes the hearings and we are glad to have had you folks. 
I hope we can get a good bill through the Congress. 

( Whereupon, at 12: 50 p.m., the committee adjourned. ) 

(The statement referred to above is as follows:) 


JOINT STATEMENT FILED By SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON AND 
SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in the latter part of March, 
we presented to this committee our views on the wheat situation, and, in terms 
of legislation, what should be done about it. We reiterated at that time our 
longstanding conviction that the wheat stabilization bill, S. 1484 (the domestic 
parity plan) gives us the greatest promise for a long-range solution to wheat sur- 
pluses, on one hand, and to stability of farm income, on the other, . This con- 
tinues to be our position. 

Since we last appeared before you, several legislative proposals have been ad- 
vanced, dealing with wheat. The latest is the subject of this hearing—a pro- 
posal put forward by our good friend, Senator Milton Young. Now, we recog- 
nize that Milt Young probably knows more about wheat problems than anyone 
either in Congress or the administration. Nonetheless, we feel that his proposal, 
at best, is stopgap legislation—and may not prove workable over a long period of 
time. We think the Congress and this committee should be looking for long- 
range solutions, not stopgap legislation. 

We think it is evident from testimony to date that the major farm oragniza- 
tions, the wheatgrowers themselves, and even the Department of Agriculture 
have such views on the bill. We, therefore, strongly advocate that this com- 
mittee again turn its attention to S. 1484, the wheat stabilization bill. 

Before we recite the merits of that bill, we cannot refrain from commenting 
on the attitude of the Secretary of Agriculture and the administration. 

In our opinion, the Secretary of Agriculture has done more to misrepersent 
the wheat program than any single individual in the United States. - The Presi- 
dent, apparently, follows Mr. Benson’s views on wheat legislation... If the Pres- 
ident wishes to do this, that is his business,. We see no reason, however; why 
the Congress should legislate out of fear of a Presidential veto. If the President, 
on the advice of his Secretary, wants to veto a wheat bill or any other piece 
of legislation, that is his responsibility. Our responsibility is to exercise our 
own best judgment and to send to the White House the: legislation that a 
majority of the elected representatives of the people think is workable—think is 
in the best interests of the farmers—is in the publie interest. _Were it other- 
wise, Congress might as well abdicate its powers and responsibilities—might 
as well go home and conduct our votes by referendum or simply rubbefstamp 
what. the administration proposes. a " 

Frankly, we have come to think of the present Secretary not as the Secretary of . 
Agriculture but. as the Secretary: of Anti-Agriculture: _He came before this 
committee in March. He presented two alternatives in regard to wheat, either 
one of which would break thotisands of wheat farmers throughout the ‘Nation. 
He gives the impression either that he wants the present wheat program look 
so bad that Members of Congress from. urban. areas will vote it out as detri- 
mental to the consumer, or he wants to devise a wheat program that is so’ 
detrimental to the growers that in the next referendum they will vote it down, 
Under either set of circumstances, we would end up with practically no price- 
support program at all. This is the first time fn our memory we have seen a 
Cabinet official, charged with promoting the welfare of a great segment of onr: 
economy, who has adopted the Madison Avenue techniques for undermining 
the very. people who he was appointed to serve, ' 

‘Coming now to the arguments in favor of 8. 1484, or some modification thereof. 

S. 1484 represents a sound program for these reasons : — 

1. It proposes to reduce*acreage by 20 percent, with a soil’ hank provision 
that will partially ease the shock to the farmers who comply. Let us remind 
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you what has been stated many times before—namely, that the very civiliza- 
tion of this great Nation is dependent upon the 6 inches of topsoil which pro- 
duces our food and fiber. By taking a 20-percent reduction in acreage, the wheat 
farmers in the Nation are saving for future generations approximately 10 mil- 
lion acres of productive land, by reducing the wear and tear on that topsoil 
which comes from the raising of successive annual crops. 

2. The bill will establish a strategie reserve of 500 million bushels. This is 
the equivalent of about one-half ef our yearly production. It is the kind of 
reserve which the Nation needs in the event of a disaster either through weather 
conditions or war emergency. 

3. S. 1484 will reduce the wheat surpluses in two important ways. By taking 
20 percent of acreage out of production, the buildup of wheat in the storage bins 
of the country will be halted. Further, the reduced production will permit the 
sale of at least 75 million bushels a year out of present Commodity Credit stocks. 
Over a 6- to 10-year period, the surplus above our necessary strategic reserve 
will be gone. 

4. The bill will guarantee the wheatgrower, with an allotment, 100 percent of 
parity on that portion of his crop which goes into human consumption and on 
that portion of his crop which goes into export. Thus, the income of some 2 
million wheat farmers in this country will remain relatively stable. 

5. The bill will be highly beneficial to the feeders of poultry and livestock be- 
cause that portion.of the crop not. going into human consumption or export will 
be sold on the open market at prices competitively established. In areas like 
the Pacific Northwest where we import 170 million pounds, live weight, of meat 
each year, we would gradually become self-sustaining because wheat would be- 
come available for feed at reasonable prices. 

6. This- program will not be detrimental to the corngrowers and other pro- 
ducers of feed grains. At the present time, the wheat farmer, who has and in 
excess of his quota, sows that land with barley or similar feed grains. The 
overall production, therefore, of feed grains is not materially reduced by reduc- 
ing the wheat acreage. S. 1484 requires the wheat farmer to put at least 20 
percent of his allotted acres into the soil bank in order to be eligible for the sta- 
bilization certificates. on the portion of his crop going into human consumption. 
This will be a great inducement to lower the total.number of acres in this coun- 
try now producing feed grains. The corn farmer, therefore, will be helped by 
8. 1484. 

7.. The consumers of the Nation will benefit from this program. The cost of 
the wheat going into a loaf of bread is less than 4 cents. There may be a slight 
increase in, the cost of the basic product but to. compensate for this, the con- 
sumer, who is also the taxpayer, will be relieved of the double burden he pres- . 
ently carries—namely, paying the increased price.of wheat foods caused by the 
price-support program, and subsidy to the growers coupled with the carrying 
charges on wheat now in storage. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Wheat Growers Association, the National Grange, 
and the Farmers Union have all endorsed this approach to our problem,. The 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Farm Bureau have opposed it. 

Some have urged that no action be taken on this legislation until all farm 
elements—all farm groups—are in accord. Gentleman, that day may never 
come. We think the Department of Agriculture and the Farm Bureau are in 
the minority. 

We believe the time has come to move ahead. If there are refinements needed 
in S. 1484, we are willing to sit down with you in an effort to iron them out. We 
believe the National Wheat Association, the National Grange, and the Farmers 
Union would concur in this position. 


(Letter filed for the record by Senator Symington is as follows:) 


Kansas City, Mo., April 20, 1959. 
Hon. Stuart SYMINGTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. SYMINGTON: As a farmer, grainman, and a taxpayer, the following 
Seems like a reasonable approach to curtailing the surplus supply of wheat, 
also cutting down the Government’s expense, and eventually. freeing it from 
Government control: 

1. A-redmetion of 50 percent in the present number of 55 million allowed 
acres, 
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2. Restricting the bushels yielded on the reduced acreage to 50 percent of the 
amount raised on the original 55 million acres. This restriction imposed to keep 
down stepped-up production on the lesser acreage. 

3. Guarantee the raiser 100 percent of parity. 

4. Placing the other 50 percent of acreage in a soil bank, one-half for 3 years 
and one-half for 5 years, with a special payment of $25 per acre. The Govern- 
ment would probably not take over any wheat on this program, at least very 
little, since the mill requirements would be greater than the number of bushels 
raised. 

5. The mills then could secure their additional wheat from the Commodity 
stocks, which would commence to reduce the Government’s investment as well 
as stopping any type of charges. At the end of 3 years it is possible that the 
mills would have used up all the surplus wheat that the Commodity Credit 
Corporation would have had on hand. 

6. The above program would not cost the Government in dollars what is being 
spent at the present time, and would definitely eliminate the surplus. 

7. The soil bank program could be released or altered under Government option 
should emergency or conditions arise that needed the production. As farmers, 
we would certainly be interested in a program of this kind, and I believe all 
wheat raisers would ratify this on a vote. 

8. No doubt a program of this kind would raise up a great deal of protest 
from elevators and various people. However, it seems they have been on @ 
very lucrative basis for a great many years. Would also like to call your 
attention to the matter that the Commodity Credit Corporation brings in a 
large part of their wheat taken under loan to terminal storage points. Thereby 
the terminals have the wheat under their control, and skim off the high quality 
and high protein wheat, and in many cases sell it as high as 25 cents per bushel 
profit to them and supply the Government on the warehouse receipt just barely ’ 
sufficient in quality and grade to take care of their obligation. This wheat then, 
of course, take under Government program is largely sold to foreign countries 
giving them a very inferior product, which reflects on and is damaging to our 
market. : 

9. This program should not raise the cost of living to the laboring people as — 
wheat at the present time is approximately $1 a bushel cheaper in price than it — 
was in January 1948, and bread is 7 cents a loaf higher now than then. 

In checking our records we find that in 1948 a tractor cost less than $2,000. 
At the present time, the same tractor, with no more steel and components than 
in 1948, costs over $5,000. 

Should we be able to be of any further service to you, please don’t hestitate 
to call upon us. 

With kindest personal regards. 

Cordially yours, 
A. H. MYegs, 
Myers & Oo. 
x 








